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SCOTTISH PROVIDENT INSTITUTION. 


(ESTABLISHED 1887.) 
MUTUAL ASSURANCE with MODERATE PREMIUMS. 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS - £11,000,000. 
THE SURPLUS at last Investigation was £1,423,000. 
More than One-half of the Members who died during the tennial 
period were entitled to Bonuses which, notwithstanding that the items 


do not as a rule exceed the non-profit rates of other Offices, were, on the 
average, equal to an addition of about 50 per cent. to their Policies. 








BIRMINGHAM : 
95, Colmore-row. 


Brisro. : CarpirF : Lezeps : 
31, Clare-street. 19, High-street. 35, Park-row. 
LiIvERPOOL : MANCHESTER : NEWCASTLE : NorrincHaM : 
25, Castle-street. 10, Albert-square. 1, Queen-street. 27, Victoria-street. 
LONDON: 17, KING WILLIAM STREET, E.C. 
HEAD OFFICE: 6, ST. ANDREW SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 


THE OLDEST &4 WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICER. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonDs, MoRrTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 








HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


xX IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS Xx 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEBITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled 


NOURAN can be obtained on ion to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

















ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS 

INCOME 
YEARLY BUSINESS - 
BUSINESS IN FORCE 


- £ 3,000,000 

£390,000 
$1,000,000 
- £11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
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“Age | Premium Age | Premium| Age | Premium 
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£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
30 yrs. 40 yrs. 


| £1,724 | £2,067 | 
Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 





Duration | 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. 


Amount of Policy | £1,199 £1,438 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Wii114am MuHouiann, Q.C., has been appointed Judge 
of County Courts (Circuit No. 26). He was to the Irish’ 
bar in 1865, and to the English bar in 1875, and has been a 
member of the Northern Circuit. 





As wit be seen from the order 


which we print elsewhere, 
obtained a transfer of 
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said, are regarded in law as an individual person, and the 
acts of any one of them in the administration of the effects 
are deemed to be the acts of all; for they have all a joint 
and entire authority over the whole property (Williams on 
Executors (9th ed.), I. 816). But section 2 expressly provides 
that it shall not be lawful for some or one only of several 
joint personal representatives, without the authority of the 
court, to sell or transfer realestate. It was arguedin Re Pawley 
and London and Provincial Bank that this prohibition refers only 
to executors who have proved, and that consequently, provided 
all the executors who have proved the will join in a conveyance 
of real estate, the conveyance is effectual, notwithstanding that 
another person named as executor has neither proved nor re- 
nounced. But the argument overlooks the fact that the powers 
of an executor do not depend on his proving the will. Speaking 
generally, he can exercise all the powers of administration before 
a and probate is only required when he has to establish 
is title. It follows that the powers vested in personal representa- 
tives by the Land Transfer Act, 1897, vest in all equally, whether 
they prove, or whether, upon the will being proved by some, 
power is reserved for others to prove afterwards; and it follows 
also that the express restriction upon a disposition of the legal 
estate by some only of the personal representatives forbids a 
conveyance by executors who have proved so long as there is left 
any executor who has not proved and who may still come in and 
ae Under such circumstances it is essential for the title to 
e cleared by the executor who has not proved the will either 
coming in and proving, or else executing a formal disclaimer. 





A curious point with reference to the validity of a notice to 
quit arose in Wride v. Dyer (ante, p. 26). Premises were held 
on a yearly tenancy from Lady Day to Lady Day. The contract 
of tenancy was verbal and contained no special stipulation as to 
the time or mode of determining the tenancy. On the 24th of 
March, 1898, a notice to quit was served by the landlord, in which 
he required the tenant to give up the premises on the 24th of 
June, 1898, or at the end of the current year’s tenancy. This 
was subsequently treated by the landlord as an effectual notice 
to quit on the 25th of March, 1899, and after that date, the 
tenant being still in possession, he took proceedings to recover the 
premises before the justices under the Small Tenants’ Recovery 
Act, 1838. But to use this statute it is necessary that the 
tenancy shall have been ‘‘duly determined by a legal notice 
to quit,” and the tenant contended that there had been no 
such notice here. The notice for the 24th of June, 1898, 
being a three months’ notice, was of course insufficient, and 
although this defect might be cured by the alternative form of 
the notice, yet the accident of date, it was said, robbed the 
alternative form of its ordinary effect. Since the notice was 
served on the 24th of March, 1898, the year then current remained 
current till the following day ; so, taken literally, the notice was 
for the 25th of March, 1898. The question was how to deal with 
the odd day. It was held in Doe v. Morphett (7 Q. B. 577) that 
@ notice to quit at the end of the current year of the tenancy 
served within six months of the date of determination will not 
be construed as a notice for the end of the following year; and 
according to this decision the notice in the present case could not 
stand good for Lady Day, 1899. On the other hand, in the earlier 
case of Doe v. Culliford (4 TD. & Ry. 248), where the circumstances 
were similar to the present case, a construction in favour of the 
notice was adopted. A notice dated the 27th of September 
was served on the 28th of September, 1822, requiring a tenant 
to quit at Lady Day next or at the end of his current year. 
The current year appears to have expired on the 29th of 
September, but it was held that in no event could the landlord 
have intended to give a two days’ notice only. The principle 
was to construe the notice according to the intention of the 
landlord, and so as to place a sensible meaning upon it. The 
notice, it was said, is effective if the tenant understands what 
is meant. In Doe v, Morphett the court seems to have doubted 
Doe v. Culliford, and it was said that where the terms were clear 
the notice could not be made good by putting a forced con- 
struction upon them. In the present case, however, the 
Divisional Court (Rmuizy and Dariine, JJ.) took the more 
lenient view of the notice, and disregarding the odd day, they 








held that the notice served on the 24th of March, 1898, was 
effectual to determine the tenancy at the 25th of March, 1899. 





Tue Covrr of Appeal recommenced on Saturday last the 
hearing of appeals under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897. Complaints have recently been made that too much of 
the time of the court is occupied with this class of business. 
Many of the cases which have come before them have, no 
doubt, involved very difficult questions of construction arising 
upon the obscure and involved provisions of the Act; and of 
course their decisions, even when the amount at stake in the 
individual case is small, were of far-reaching importance to 
employers and workmen throughout the country. The same 
consideration would, however, apply to questions arising on 
countless Acts of Parliament which are disposed of every day 
by judges of first instance or Divisional Courts: it certainly 
seems strange that the Legislature should have thought it 
necessary to secure that the burden of interpreting an Act 
which was intended to provide for workmen a simple method of 
obtaining compensation for their physical injuries should be 
cast upon so high a tribunal. The appeals disposed of by the 
Court of Appeal last week might certainly have been finally 
dealt with by any judge of the High Court. In Griffiths v. 
Davis & Sons (Limited) the sole question was whether there was 
any evidence before the county court judge that the mother of 
a deceased workman was ‘‘ wholly or in part dependent” 
upon his earnings. It had been proved that the deceased 
made his mother a fortnightly allowance out of his 
wages; she was earning nothing herself, and being in 
receipt of this allowance and of contributions from other 
children who lived with her, she kept up a home. These 
facts only need to be stated to shew that there was evidence to 
support the judge’s finding. In Hdwards v. International Coal 
Co. (Limited) the deceased met his death through the fall of a 
block of coal which he had detached from the roof of the mine ; 
he was not a collier but a labourer employed to clear a road- 
way of coal by picking it up. There was no evidence that he 
had been ordered by anyone to interfere with the coal in the 
roof; there was evidence that a foreman had told him not to 
touch it. On this evidence the county court judge arrived at 
the remarkable conclusion that the foreman had ordered the 
deceased to take down the coal, and that therefore the accident 
occurred in the course of his employment. The Court of 
Appeal had no difficulty in reversing this decision. It will 
hardly be disputed that such cases could be satisfactorily dealt 
with by a less august tribunal. Probably the Legislature 
intended to impose a new burden on that part of our undermanned 
bench which would feel it least. But the combined result of 
the additional burden so placed upon the Court of Appeal, and 
of the temporary withdrawal of some of its members, owing 
either to illness or to the assumption of other public duties, has 
been to strain their powers almost to breaking point, to create 
a formidable mass of arrears, and indirectly to affect the due 
dispatch of business in more than one division of the High 
Court. 





Tue vecision of Brvos, J., in Attorney-General v. London 
and North-Western Railway Co. (1899, 1 Q. B. 72) has been 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal. The Attorney-General, on 
the relation of the Warwickshire County Council, asked for an 
injunction to restrain the railway company from running trains 
over a level crossing at a ater speed than that allowed 
by section 48 of the Railway Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845— 
viz., four miles an hour. The defendants’ main line was carried 
over a main road, vested in the county council, by means of the 
level crossing in question, and it was admitted that many of the 
{rains ran across the crossing at a much greater speed than the 
Act authorized. Two grounds of dispute appear to have been 
raised. The firat was, that if the speed were reduced to the 
statutory rate, far greater inconvenience to the public would 
arise, as the gates across the road would have to be kept closed 
for much longer periods, and that therefore the court 
ought not to interfere. This ground was summarily disposed 
of by the Court of Appeal. The prohibition contained in 
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the section is absolute, and it was clearly not competent 
for the court to hold that the express provision of the 
statute should not be enforced because some modification 
of it might be desirable in a particular case. The second 
ground was that, no injury to the public being shewn, 
the Attorney-General had no right to interfere to enforce the 
provisions of the Act. The court could not have given effect to 
this contention without running counter to a number of 
reported decisions. Thus in Attorney-General v. Cockermouth 
Local Board (lL. R. 18 Eq. 172), Jesser, M.R., said: “ It is 





les abous W orkington, 





itse 


althoug no ssa Vorkingto 0 lt wasshewn. Again, 
in orney-General v. Great Western Railway Co. (L. R. 7 


Ch. 767), it was argued that an alteration of their line by the 
defendants without statutory notice to the Board of Trade would 
be to the greater safety and advantage of the public, but the 
court said that that was a matter with which they had nothing 
to do, and they granted the injunction. And the same view was 
acted on by Fry, J., in Attorney-General v. Shrewsbury, &c., 
Bridge Co, (21 Ch. D. 752). 





A casx on the Betting Houses Act, 1853, which has attracted 
some amount of attention, was heard this week at the 
Marlborough-street police-court. The defendant followed the 
calling of a bookmaker and betting agent. He had an office, 
but none of his customers ever ‘‘ resorted’ thereto. In fact, his 
whole business seems to have been done by correspondence. In 
the case of new customers, however, he asked either for 
references or ‘‘ cover”; cover meaning the deposit of a sum of 
money to cover possible losses on bets made for the customer by 
the defendant. It seems that a small proportion of those whom 
the defendant dealt with sent him cheques or postal orders as 
such cover. It was this circumstance that brought him within 
the law. Section 1 of the Act forbids any office or other 
place to be kept, or used, for the purpose of any money or 
valuable thing being received by the owner or occupier as the 
consideration for any agreement to pay or give thereafter any 
money on any event or contingency relating to any horse-race. 
It is clear that the defendant brought himself within this 
provision by receiving the cover, and the decided cases are all 
against him. The case does, however, shew how extremely 
difficult it is for a bookmaker, who follows a calling which the 
highest judicial authorities have declared to be a perfectly lawful 
one, to keep within the law in following that lawful calling. It 
shews, as so many cases have done of late years, the absurdities 
which are caused by making an Act of Parliament which was 
passed for one purpose apply to quite a different purpose by con- 
struction. As long as the defendant gave credit to his customers, 
or trusted to personal references or guarantees, he was safe. 
The moment, however, he asks for a deposit from a stranger he 
offends against the law. It is very difficult to see how his 
receiving such deposit by post isa public danger, while it is not a 
danger for him to make bets on commission and himself take all 
the risk. In fact, as we have more than once remarked before, 
the whole subject of betting and gambling and the status of pro- 
fessional bookmakers is one which urgently demands the 
attention of Parliament. The present chaotic state of the law is 
not creditable to the country, nor fair to the bookmakers. It is 
certainly a hardship for these men to be constantly told that 
their occupation is lawful, but at the same time never to be 
certain how they are to carry it on lawfully. If they are a 
danger to the community, let Parliament say so plainly and 
declare their calling illegal. Their present position is most 
unsatisfactory. 





In THE important “ trade-name” case of Valentine Meat Juice 
Co. v. Valentine Meat Extract Co., in which Srimuine, J., has 
just delivered an elaborate judgment, there are at least two 
interesting points of law over and above the questions of fact. 
A comparison of the report, which we publish this week, with 
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Jamieson v. Jamieson (42 Soxricrrors’ Journat, 197) will shew 
the requisites to be found and the distinctions to be drawn 
in this class of cases, where a plaintiff seeks to restrain 
the similar trade of a defendant whose own name is 
identical with the plaintiff's. In this “ Valentine” case, 
which lasted many days, the decisions bearing on the point. 
were carefully discussed and have been fully reviewed by the 
learned judge. His lordship first considered the case as if the 
defendant were trading personally on his own account; after 
citing the dictum of Lord Hatssury that “nobody has any 
right to represent his goods as those of somebody else,” he 
ointed out the result of recent decisions (the most recent being 
Cellular Clothing Co. v. Maxton (1899, A. 0.326) )—viz., that it 
was not necessary in order to obtain an injunction that the 
plaintiff should prove any intent to deceive on the part of the 
defendant, but he had to di e the difficult burden of 
establishing that the defendant was in fact so selling his goods 
as to represent to the public that they were the manufacture 
of the plaintiffs. As the present Master of the Rolls said 
in Powell v. Birmingham Vinegar Brewery Co, (44 W. R. 688 ; 
1896, 2 Ch. 64), “If a man uses his own name to denote his 
own goods, it would be intolerable to confer upon him the right 
to prevent other people of the same name from honestly using 
their own name to denote their own goods, even although they 
might be of the same kind as his, and be undistinguishable from 
them.”’ Upon the facts as he found them in the present 
case, Stiruina, J., has decided that the articles, though similar 
in many respects, were so different in form (being solid 
globules in boxes portable for travellers as opposed to a liquid 
extract in bottles used mainly for invalids) that the action 
failed as against the defendant mally, since, upon the 
whole, want of good faith had not been established. The 
second point decided in the recent case arose from the fact that 
in order to get capital for his business the defendant had sold 
to the company to which he gave his name only a prospective 
goodwill based on mere promises of dealing held out by a few 
persons who had known him as a manager of a colonial 
business dealing in kindred articles. Although, seeing that he 
was the inventor and patentee of his article, he could not be 
held to be a man having no real interest in a business but 
introduced into it simply to give it the desired name (as in 
Croft v. Day (7 Beav. 84) ), yet his action in promoting the com- 
pany disentitled him, in his lordship’s opinion, to have his costs 
paid in the unsuccessful action brought against him. 





By sxcrion 5 of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, it 
is a misdemeanour, punishable with two years’ imprisonment, 
to unlawfully have connection with a girl above the age of 
thirteen years and under the age of sixteen years. It is, how- 
ever, provided that no prosecution shall be commenced for this 
offence more than three months after the commission of the 
offence. It is very doubtful whether this time limitation is not 
much too short. the first place, it is clear that this provision 
of the law is chiefly intended to protect girls against themselves, 
their own ignorance, and their own precocity. Against the 
violence of men females of all ages were sufficiently protected 
before this Act was passed. It follows, therefore, that in a case 
where a conviction has been properly obtained under the above 
section, the girl has, as a rule, consented to the unlawful act. 
Hence it is probable that a large proportion of these offences are 
never discovered, as both parties are interested in concealing 
what has happened. The a in which most harm 
is done are, of course, those in which the girl becomes pregnant. 
Unfortunately, as has been noticed more than once of late, these 
are the very cases in which it is most often impossible to reach 
the culprit. The offence is not discovered until more than 
three months has elapsed since the criminal act was 
committed, as the girl keeps silence until her condition 
can no longer be concealed. It is then too late to take 
proceedings against the man. No one will pone deny 
that some period of limitation should be provided in cases of 
this sort. If no such period were provided, the cases of black- 
mailing which undoubtedly often arise out of these matters, 
would probably be more frequent, more serious, or more pro- 
longed ; it would also’ be’ easier to bring false and malicious 
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charges from which the defendant would find it very difficult to 
clear himself. It is suggested, however, for the reasons indicated 
above, that the present period of limitation is too short, and that 
if it were extended to six months many of the worst offenders 
who now escape all punishment would meet their deserts. 








THE VALIDITY OF APPRENTICESHIP DEEDS. 


In general the contract of an infant is, apart from statutory 
rovision, either voidable or void. It is void if necessarily to 
is detriment; but otherwise it is voidable only, and he has an 

election either to confirm or to avoid it when he comes of age. 

The instruction and employment of an infant are, however, so 

essential to his benefit that a contract which has these objects 

in view seems to be an exception to the general rule, and, 
provided it is in all respects just and fair, it will bind the infant 
as much as if it were entered into by an adult. But the 
question, What terms are just and fair to the infant? is frequently 
in controversy, and an interesting decision on this head has 
recently been given by a Divisional Court (Dariine and 

CuHannELL, JJ.) in Green v. Thompson (48 W.R.31). The defen- 

dant was a girl undeF twenty-one, and by a deed of apprenticeship 

she had bound herself to the plaintiff, who was a manufacturer of 
earthenware, to learn a branch of his business. By the deed she 

engaged to learn the business for a period of five years from a 

specified date, excepting the usual holidays and days on which 

the branch of business of the master should be at a stand- 
still ‘‘ through accident beyond the control of the master.” The 
master covenanted that he would during the term, except as 
aforesaid, cause the girl to be instructed in the business and 
pay her wages as provided by the deed. The girl covenanted 
that during the term, except as aforesaid, she would honestly 
and faithfully serve the appellant. The girl worked as 
an apprentice under the deed for two years, and then 
absented herself, and remained absent. The master issued 

@ summons against her under the Employers and Workmen Act, 

1875, and in defence it was urged that the provision for cessa- 

tion of wages when the business was ata standstill through 

accident — an expression which the master admitted would 
include interruption by a strike—was so disadvantageous 
to the apprentice as to make the deed void. 

With regard to provisions which enable a master of 
his own accord to stop the work and wages of the appren- 
tice the law is well settled. In Reg. v. Lord (12 Q. B. 
757) an apprenticeship deed contained a clause under which 
the master was entitiedto with hold the apprentice’s wages 
in the event of the business being stopped “from accident 
or any other cause.” Upon this Lord Denman, O.J., in 
delivering the judgment of. the Queen’s Bench Division, said : 


benefit, but an agreement which compels him to serve at all 
| times during the term, but leaves the master free to stop his 


i ‘An agreement to serve for wages may be for the infant’s 


\ work and his wages whenever he chooses to do so, cannot be 


| considered as beneficial to the servant. It is inequitable and 
wholly void.” Subsequent cases have not turned upon 
provisions so manifestly in the master’s favour as that in Rey. v. 
Lord. The desire of the draftsmen of the deeds appears to 
have been to protect the master in the event of an interruption 
to the business through labour disputes, whether by a strike 
on the part of the workmen or a lock-out by the master. In Leslie 
v. Fitzpatrick (3 Q. B. D, 229) an attempt was made to apply the 
test whether the clause in question was a usual and reasonable 
one. In that case the master was to have the power of 
terminating the agreement on fourteen days’ notice if the 
business was interrupted ‘‘ in consequence of strikes or combina- 
tion of workmen, or from any cause over which he [should] not 
have any control.” The magistrates, on the authority of Reg. v. 
Lord, held that the agreement was void, but the Divisional 
Court considered that 2g. v. Lord was not conclusive of the 
| case, and they sent it back to the magistrates with a direction 
\ that if such provisions were at the time common to labour 
contracts, or were in the then condition of trade such as the 
master was justified in imposing as a just measure of protection 
} to himself, an the wages were fair, then the contract was 


binding; if, on the other hand, advantage was taken of the 








infant to exact conditions which were unusual and unreasonable, 
or to secure his services for wages which were unreasonably low 
and inadequate, the infant was not bound. Pil er 
How the justices dealt with the matter upon this direction 
does not appear, but in subsequent cases the court has adopted 
the more convenient, way of deciding for itself on the validity or 
invalidity of the apprenticeship agreement, and it has been held 
that if the option of terminating the employment rests with the 
master, as where he can terminate it if he turn out the work. 
men, then the contract is unduly prejudicial to the infant and is 
void. In Meakin v Morris (32 W. R. 661, 12 Q, B. D. 352) the 
contract contained a Clause under which the master was not to 
be liable to pay wages to the apprentice as long as the business 
was interrupted by a turn-out, and during such tura-out the 
apprentice was to be at liberty to take employment elsewhere. 
The Divisional Court (Lord OCorzrmez, O0.J., and Warxin 
Wru1ams, J.) passed over the test proposed in Leslie v. Fitzpatrick 
(supra) and held the agreement to be void. For the protection of 
infants,” said Lord Cotermes, “the rule of law from the earliest 
times has been that a contract with an infant must be for his 
benefit, and that if anything is inserted in it which must necessarily 
be for his disadvantage, that invalidates the contract.” Taken 
literally, the statement of Lord Cotermce perhaps goes too far. 
Th question is not whether any term of the contrac 




















a Thematter was put in this way by 
, LJ., in the later case of Corn v. Matthews (44 W. R. 
262; 1893,1 Q. B. 310). “It seems to me that the law as to 
these contracts by infants has been laid down to this effect, 
that if there be a stipulation in a contract entered into by 
an infant so much AS ore of the infant as to render 
it unfair tha} the infant should be bound by it, then the 
deed cannot be enforced at all.” In Corn v. Matthews, as in 
Meakin v. Morris (supra), the apprenticeship deed gave the 
master power to withhold wages during a turn-ou:, with a 
clause enabling the apprentice to sesk other employment in the 
interval, and the same result followed. The clause was unduly 
prejudicial to the infant, and the entire contract was void. 

In both Meakin v. Morris and Corn vy. Matthews the appren- 
ticeship deed contemplated the case of a lock-out, and, as it 
lies in the master's control whether he will bring this event 
about, the argument in favuur of the infant is stronger than when 
the deed is confined to the case of interruption of the business 
by strikes, and this case was expressly excepted by Linpuey, 
LJ., in his judgment in Corn v. Matthews, ‘If the 
proviso,” he said were addressed to a state of things over 
which the master might have no control, such as a strike, I 
think the case would not be so clear; but in this case”—/ ¢ , of 
a lock-out—‘“‘ the master has it in his own power to call in aid 
that proviso to the detriment of the apprentice, and if for any 
reason the master locks out his men the apprentice can no longer 
earn wages.” The case which was then excepted occurred in 
Green v. Thompson (supra), and the Divisional Oourt took 
advantage of the distinction suggested by the present Master of 
the Rolls to decide in favour of the employer. ‘‘It seems to 
me,” said CHANNELL, J., ‘‘ that it is a reasonable thing to pro- 
vide in the deed of apprenticeship that the apprentice is not to 
be taught when the works are at a standstill through no fault 
of the master. Then the deed goes on to provide that at such 
times the apprentice should not be paid wages. It would, no 
doubt, be more advantageous to the infant t» receive wages, but 
I cannot say that the presence of that clause makes the contract, 
looked at as a whole, one to the detriment of the infant. The 
advantage to the infant under the contract is the obtaining of 
employment and instruction.” 

t appears, then, that it is permissible to insert in at 
apprenticeship deed a clause providing for cassation of instruction 
and wages upon the interruption of the business by strikes, but 
not upon interruption by a lock-oyt. It may be suggested, 
however, that, while a lock-out is theoretically under the 
control of the master, the distinction is practically unsound. A 
master’s conduct in deciding upon a lock-out has no reference to 
the wages of his apprentice. It is simply one form of labour 
dispute, and it is a mere chance whether the dispute issues ia 4 
strike or a lock-out. The relation of the master to his 





' apprentces is the same in either case, and if it is right that the 
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law should interpose in favour of the infant at all, it should 
interpose equally whether the master or the workmen take the 
initiative in the dispute. Possibly the Divisional Court in the 
recent case have laid hold too god of the distinction suggested 
by Linpixy, M.R., in Corn v. Matthews (supra). 








COVENANTS AGAINST ASSIGNMENT AND UNDER- 
LETTING. 


Tne operation of a covenant against assigning or underletting 
the premises included in a lease is a matter of familiar 
practice. The covenant against assigning is broken if there is 
an alienation of the legal estate in the residue of the term, 
though hitherto no dealing with the premises short of a 
conveyance of the legal estate has been allowed to have that 
effect. It has been held, however, recently by Rivrey, J., in 
(Gentle v. Faulkner (68 L. J. Q. B, 848), that under section 24 (4) 





of the Judicaturé Act, 1873, a declaration of trust operates as 
an assignment of the term, and is in consequence a breach of 
‘covenant. The covenant against underletting is broken 
whenever the lessee parts with the exclusive possession of any 
part of the premises to an undertenant, though it does not 
' prohibit a letting of lodgings where the lessee retains possession : 
Doe v. Laming (4 Camp. 77). But while the operation of the 
words ‘‘assign’’ and ‘‘ underlease”’ are (subject to the doubt 
suggested by Gentle v. Faulkner (supra)). clear, @ difficulty 
frequently arises in consequence of the use of words which may 
be appropriate either to assigning or underletting, and in this 
respect the recevt Irish decision of Re Doyle and O'Hara's 
Contract (1899, 1 Ir. R. 113) is interesting. 

The general principle of construction is that words which 
prohibit only the alienation of the premises for the entire residue 
of the term forbid assignment, while if the prohibition extends 
to a disposition of the premises for a part of the term this is 
aimed at underletting also. In Crusoe v. Bugby (2 W. Bl. 7€6) 
the covenant was not to ‘‘assign, transfer, or set over, or otherwise 
do or put away with” the lease or the demised premises, and it 
was held that these words did not prohibit an underlease for a 
part of the term. The courts, it was said, have always held a firm 
hand over these conditions for defeating leases, and, since the 
Jessor had used words which were words of assignment and had 
not introduced words aimed specifically at a change of occupancy, 
he was restricted to the more natural meaning of the covenant. 
So, too, it was pointed out by Lord Exnon, C., in Church v. Brown 
(15 Ves. p. 265), that covenants restraining alienation had always 
been construed with the utmost jealousy to prevent the restraint 
from going beyond the express stipulation, and hence a covenant 
against assigning would not be so construed as to prevent an 
,underletting. Where, however, the covenant was not to assign 
or otherwise part with the premises for the whole or any part of 
the term it was held in Doe v. Worsley (1 Camp. 20) that this 
was broken by an underléase as well as an assignment. And, 
similarly, where there was a proviso for re-entry if the lessee 
did any act whereby the premises became vested for the whole 
or any part of the term in any person other than the lessee, it 


was hold that the right of _re- accrued upon a sub-letting 
rom year to year: Dymock y Shwe B 
=; 


rewery Co. (79 

In the two cases last referred to words which prima facie 
contemplated assignment were extended to underletting by 
reason of their express application to disposition for a part only 
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of the term. In the same way words which are naturally 
appropriate to underletting may have their scope widened if 
they are intended to be applicable to an alienation for the entire 
residue of the term. In Greenaway v. Adams (12 Ves. 395) 
the lease contained a covenant not to “let, set, or demise”’ the 
premises or any part for all or any part of the term. The 
reference here to ‘‘all the term” made it possible to construe 
the words, which were primarily applicable to an underletting, 
as extending to an assignment, and this construction was assisted 
by the consideration that it was very improbable that the lessor 
would mean to restrain an underletting without at the same 
time restraining an assignment. It was held, accordingly, that 
the words prohibited the lessee from assigning the demised 


The recent case of Re Doyle and O’Hara’s Contract (supra) 
shews how far Greenaway v. Adams is operative. Here the 
covenant forbade the lessee to “set or let” the premises, 
but it did not contain the words ‘‘for the whole or any part 
of the term.” Porrer, M.R., held that the omission of pasa 
words was not enough to distinguish the two cases, and, since 
the words ‘‘ let” and “‘set”’ were common to each, the covenant 
in the case before him restrained assigning asin Greenaway v. 
Adams. In the Court of Appeal (Lord Asusovrne, C., Frrz- 


in the language of the two covenants was allowed greater weight. 
Whatever be the primary meaning of “let” and “set” a 
disposition for the whole term must necessarily amount to an 
assignment, and in Greenaway v. Adams such a disposition were 
expressly contemplated. In Re Doyle and O'Hara’s Contract, on 
the other hand, since there was no reference to a disposition for 
the whole residue of the term, it was proper to restrict the 
words actually used to their natural meaning. ‘‘Set” is in- 
definite and does not really carry the covenant further than 
“let.” The covenant consequently forbade an underletting 
only, and it was held that the consent of the lessor was not 
—— to enable the lessee to make a title on an assignment 
of the term. ; 








REVIEWS. 
EVIDENCE. 


A Dicest oF THE LAw oF EvipENcE. By the late Sir JAmzEs 
FitzyaAMEs STEPHEN, Bart., K.C.8.1., D.C.L. Firra Eprrion. 
By Sir Hersert STEPHEN, Bart., and Harry Lusnincron 
STEPHEN. Barristers-at-Law. Macmillan & Co. 


This little book is probably, for its size, the most famous law book 
in existence, and is one of the finest examples of condensed know- 
ledge to be found in print. It was designed by its author, the late 
learned judge, to consist of the most succinct statement of principle 
possible, and this-design has been carefully kept in view by the 
present editors. In fact no changes have made since the last 
edition, except such as recent changes in the law make necessary. 
These changes, however, are, if not very numerous, extremely 
important. The case of Reg. v. Lillyman (44 W. R. 654; 1896, 
2 Q. B. 167) is no doubt the most important decision appearing 
in this work for the first time. Upon this case there is a long note 
in the appendix, from a of which it is evident that the subject 
of the admissibility of the matter of complaints, made by the victims 
of criminal acts, is still very far from clear. It is not at all easy to 
see why such evidence should be received in charges of a sexual 
nature, and not in others, and apparently the ju are not all 
of one mind in the matter. 

Of course the most important change in the law is that 
effected by the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898. It does seem, 
however, strange that the editors should have found it agp 
to treat this Act as introducing an exception to a rule whic 
has entirely disappeared. Article 108 states that ‘‘in criminal cases 
the accused person is incompetent to testify.” Then the Act follows 
as an exception. The rule as stated, however, is absolutely wrong, 
and such an arrangement appears to be somewhat misleading. A 
new feature of this edition is the importation from Mr. Wills’ book 
on Evidence of a very useful table shewing the effect of various 
statutes in making certain documents evidence of certain facts. The 
index to this edition is considerably improved and enlarged, a fact 
which adds materially to the usefulness of the work. 





LICENSING CASES. 


A DicEst or LICENSING CASES: CONTAINING AN ABSTRACT OF THE 
CasEs DECIDED UNDER THE LICENSING AND REVENUE ACTS 
RELATING To InToxIcATING Liquors. By WILLIAM MACKENZziEz, 
Barrister-at-Law, Editor of ‘‘ Paterson’s Licensing Acts” (11th 
and 12th Editions), and H. DrysDALE Woopoook, Barrister-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 

This a book which is likely to be of considerable use to members of 
the profession who ise at Brewster Sessions. On such occasions, 
if a point of law arises, it is often very difficult to obtain the yer 
of a case decided by the — courts without considerable y: 
This book is a digest of all the more important cases bearing on this 
subject. The book cannot, of course, and does not profess to, take 
the place of the full reports of such cases. It does, however, give a 
math fuller summary of each case than is to be found in the 

eral di It gives a concise statement of the facts of each case, 





premises for the residue of the term. 


call states the effect and principle of each decision clearly and 


Gipson, WaLkerR, and Hotmezs, L.JJ.), however, the variation © 
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accurately. In some of the most important cases verbatim extracts from 
the reports are inserted. It is apparently intended to be a kind of 
appendix to Paterson’s Licensing Acts, as a page reference to the 
latest edition of that work is added to almost every case. 





VACCINATION LAW. 


Suaw’s MANUAL OF THE VACCINATION LAW: CONTAINING THE 
VAccINATION Acts, 1867, 1871, 1874, AND 1898 ; THE VACCINATION 
OrpERS, 1898 AND 1899; AND THE INSTRUCTIONAL CIRCULARS 
AND MEMORANDA ISSUED BY THE LocAL GOVERNMENT BOARD ; 
WITH INTRODUCTION, NoTES, AND INDEX. By a Barrister-at- 
Law. SEVENTH EpiTion. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


Notbing proves more clearly the great increase in the number of 
questions relating to vaccination which have had lately to be considered 
by lawyers than the fact that this is the second issue of this well- 
known little work since the passing of the Vaccination Act of 1898. 
It contains all the statutes and orders in full which relate to the 
subject, together with references to all the reported cases, and is 
brought so far up to date that it notices matters which took place up 
to the end of the last sittings of the High Court. The introduction 
contains a short historical sketch of the development of this branch 
of the law, and an epitome of the conclusions of the late Royal Com- 
mission on Vaccination. The book has already an established and 
secure reputation, which will certainly not be injuriously affected by 
this edition. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Paterson’s Practical Statutes: The Practical Statutes of the 
Session, 1899 (62 & 63 Victoria), with Introductions, Notes, Tables 
of Statutes Repealed, and Subjects Altered, Lists of Local and 
Personal and Private Acts, and a Copious Index. Edited by JAMES 
SUTHERLAND CoTTon, Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


Bankruptcy. By the late T. M. Stevens, D.C.L., Barrister-at- 
Law. Second Edition, including a Chapter on Private Arrange- 
ments by the Author. With a Supplement by F. N. KEEN, 
Barrister-at-Law. Gee & Co. Price 7s. 6d. 


Reparation to the Injured; and the Rights of the Victims of Crime 
to Compensation: a Paper prepared by Request for the Quinquennial 
International Prison Congress, Brussels, A.D. 1900. By WILLIAM 
TALLACK, Secretary of the Howard Association, London. Wertheimer, 
Lea, & Co. 

Every Man’s Own Lawyer: a Handy Book of the Principles of 
Law and Equity. By A Barrister. Thirty-seventh Edition, 
Carefully Revised. Including the Legislation of 1899, to which is 
added a Concise Dictionary of Legal Terms. Crosby, Lockwood, 
& Son. 


The Case Law of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
intended to Supplement Part III. of Accidents to Workmen. By 
R. M. Mrnton-SennovsE, Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson ; 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Howard Association Report, October, 1899. 


Suggestions on the Valuation of Real and Leasehold Estates for 
Estate Duty. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
COSTS OF APPLICATION FOR JUDGMENT UNDER ORDER 14. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—By ord. 14, r. 9b, ‘‘ Where the plaintiff, in the opinion of the 
judge, knew that the defendant relied on a contention which would 
entitle him to unconditional leave to defend, an application by the 
plaintiff for judgment shall be dismissed with costs, to be paid 
forthwith by the plaintiff.’ 

Some time ago I wrote the plaintiff’s solicitors in an action, setting 
out the grounds of my client’s defence to the claim, which was 
suppo by the correspondence that had passed between the parties, 
and I pointed out that I should ask the court to put in force the 
above rule as regards costs in the event of their applying for judg- 
ment under order 14. 

Nevertheless the plaintiff's solicitors made the application, and my 
client’s affidavit in reply was in effect a copy of my letter to the 
plaintiffs solicitors, and the defendant obtained unconditional leave 
to defend. The master, however, refused to dismiss the application 
with costs, although rule 9b was pointed out to him, without giving 
any reason beyond alleging that every plaintiff was entitled to apply 
for ju ent. 

out ineaisies I have made at chambers and in the Loy eg it 
seems that the masters object to make any order under the rule, 





although it appears they have no option in the matter in respect of 
any case that falls within it. Can any of your readers refer me to 
any decisions on the point or throw any light on the subject ? 

LEx. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re CLEMENT ET CIE.’S TRADE-MARK. No.2. 8th and 9th Nov. 


Trape-Mark—Regcistration—" St. Rarnagt ’?—GgocrarnicaL Name— 
Descriptive Name—Fancy Woup—Partents, Desions, AND TRADE-Marks 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), ss. 64 (1) (c’, (2), 74. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of Kekewich, J. (reported in 43 
Soxicrrors’ Journat, 296, and also in 47 W. R. 407, where the facts of the 
case are fully set out). Shortly, the point was this: The applicants, the 
proprietors of a medicinal wine called ‘St. Raphael-Quioquina,’’ desired 
to register a mark bearing the name of their article variously printed ; the 
Comptroller refused it. as the respondents had, since May in 1888, had on the 
register in the same class a mar associated with, and containiog the name 
of, their natural wine, known as ‘‘ Vin de St Raphael,” or ‘*St Raphael’s 
Wine.”’ The evidence was conflicting as to the possible connection of the 
respondents’ wine with any place of the name of ‘‘ St. Raphael.”’ The 
applicants had asked for the rectification of the register by the rem val of 
the respondents’ trade-mark, or, alternatively, by adding theret» a dis- 
claimer as to the words “St. Raphael,’ the matter being entirely under 
the Act of 1883. Kekewich, J., refused the summons of the applicauts, 
with costs. The applicants appealed. For the appellants it was contended 
that the question was whether the words ‘‘ St. Raphael ’’ were or were not 
‘*a fancy word”; and it was submitted that it was not a fancy word, 
but a geographical name or the name of a personage: Re Van Duzer’s 
Trade-Mark (35 W. R. 294, 34 Oh. D. 623) (** Melrose”). Under 
section 74 of the 1883 Act, the words are primé facie distinctive, 
being an addition; and therefore, not being a common word or a 
direction for use, or the like, they must be disclaimed: Burland v. 
Broxburn Oil Co. (88 W. R. 89, 42 Ca. D. 274) (** Washerine’’) ; Re Thompson, 
Thompson v. Miller (13 P. R. 35) (** Roadster’’) If it is distinctive without 
reference to the words, then it is good; if not, either it is bad, or those 
words must be divclaimed. It was submitted for the respondents that it 
is not a question of a ‘‘ fancy word”’ at all. What they claim to have 
protected is their label as a whole, being in the two parts as originally 
entered on the register ; without the words in question it would not be 
the label as used, and is a distinctive label, not in the sense of being an 
invented object, but as beiug the thing which designates their goods. 
Unless the words are held to be an addition, cadit guestio. Tae kind of 
words that can be called an addition are, ‘‘ This label is issued only by 
&ec.”” The respondents relied on the law as laid down in Re Smokeless 
Powder Co.’s Trade-Mark (40 W. R. 507; 1892, 1 Ch. 590), where are cited 
Re Apollinaris Co. (1891, 2 Ch. 186, 8 P. R. 137) and Pinto v. Badman (8 P. R. 
181). 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., Sir F. Jeune, P., and Romer L.J.) dis- 
missed the appeal with costs. 

Linpiry, M.R.—This case, like all other trade-mark ca:es, is important 
to the parties, and extremely difficult for the court. The difficulty in con- 
struing Acts of Parliament is one which we have to grapple with every 
day, but this Act of Parliament of 1883 has given rise to a great deal of 
difference of opinion, and I do not know that it will not still) But, after 
all, now that we understand the case, the conclusion at which we have 
arrived (though I am speaking for myself only at present) is that the 
decision of the learned judge is right, and that Mr. Sebastian has brushed 
away a good deal of dust which was raised by the ingenious argument 
of the appellants by pointing out that the respondents are not 
claiming as the registered owners of the words ‘‘St. Raphael,’ or of 
a fancy name, or of anything else, except the label which they have 
registered. The label which they have registered is a label which they 
are entitled to register under tection 64, and, as to the words ‘“‘St. 
Raphael,’’ I think Mr. Sebastian is quite right, and the learned judge was 
quite right, in treating it, not as an addition to the mark, but as part of 
the mark. It is part of their label, it is a part of the thing registered, 
and there is no reason, therefore, for calling upon the person who regis- 
tered to disclaim it under section 74. That section applies to things which 
are additions to, and not parts of, a registered mark or label. Here I 
cannot hesitate to say that, in my opinion, this evidently is part of the 
mark, and not an addition to it. lam not going to lay down any general 
principle for distinguishing between what are parts of the mark and what 
are additions to it. I can easily see that there may be cases ia which it is 
extremely difficult to say which is which, but here to my mind it is well 
on the obvious side that this is part of the mark. That is an answer to 
the case, and the eppeal must be dismissed. As to whether this could be 
regarded as a fancy word, I will say nothing. The evidence is not 
altogether satisfactory, but there are difficulties in either view of the case, 
and I will say nothing at all about it. It is sufficient for us to say that 
the decision appealed from was right, and the appeal must be dismissed, 
and dismissed with costs. 

Sir F. Jeune, P.—I am of the same cpinion. 

Romer, L.J.—I agree. The upper label registered by the re- 

spondents was, in my opinion, a perfect label in itself, and the 

words upon if are not an addition to that label, but form part 
of the label. It appears to me that the lower label was a true addition in 





the sense in which the words are used in section 64—that is to say, were 
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kind of employed naw the ro gow of the un, ae a » says - “3 4 AGREEMENT. 
only b course of their duty the reporters of the Times have exercise the’ 
Soolelone judgment and skill go as to Tepecsent in a form fit for nape the ok ae on onned = decision of lore j-nomg Fm oy Owed 
ure cited features of the meetings and the material parte of and the sense of the ; , - 853). e order ap $0 the House of Lo sie on Beall 
(8 P. R. ches made at them. This involves considerable skill and labour. a See | o eae S 
Notes of the proceedings and speeches are taken in shorthand, which are | of Aron Salomon, w: 0 appeases “oJ” ma pauperis. 
; ; Tur Cover (Lixpiey, M.R., and Jeune, P.) allowed the appeal on the 
J.) dis- afterwards carefully corrected and revised, and written out and punctuated | +t. being of opini st aoa co that Mr. Raphael was retained on 
“%, fit for publication.’’ This was the course of procedure in the case of the | 4), Teer H4 see ho pe ii solicitor andi client costa, but 
portant reports which ig ty wee whys re A a a ae } veerg hyo per - ” oan to give his eaviogs for nothing, except as to certain out-of-pocket 
— construction of the Copyright Act, i842. at Act defines ‘‘ copyrig : Couns a 
7 — and ‘* book”’ (by poh 9 2) and confers copyright on every ‘‘ author” of a ag as < pone p Bon — — one daa : 
| a el ae book and his assigns (by recticn 3). Periodical publications are dealt with Rad i Ra ery = and Aenyon : ’ , 
- a _ in section 18.. The Act contains no definition of ‘* author,” but it eonfers Iph Raphael § Co. 
4 pee copyright on the authors of books first published in this country. There [Reported by J. I. StiRL1NG, Barrister-at-Law. | 
she t re can be no copyright in what is not ublished in a book; but it 
scotty od does not follow that bg first seg be =, ee acquires 
a copyright in it. e meaning © e wo author’’ as used ° + ss 
——— in =) ct must be gathered Son its own language and the High Court—Chancery Division. 
oF of ne seen it ‘The word occurs constantly throughout the Act, | s1rxsToNE AND HAIGH MOOR COAL CO. (LIM) ». EDY AND OTHERS. 
: = . but nowhere is it used in the sense of a mere reporter or publisher of Stirling, J. 31st Oct. and 8th Nov. 
ch ro another man’s verbal utterances. It is plain that a person who is not the ‘ Sax on re ee 
i “ “4 author of a work may neverthelees be the proprietor of the copyright in it ; Company—Breacu or Trt st—Sar B BY 1LRUSTEE Re parca coe ' 
4 _ for example, in the ordmary case of an assignment of copyright. The Asiog—Luaniuity or Trvstee—INTEREst ON ENTS ROFETS. 
ge author is one person, the proprietor of the copyright is another. The Motion to vary proposed minutes. In this action the court had declared 
: ok. expression of “proprietor of copyright’ constantly occurs in the Act. | that a eale of the un g of the plaintiff company by its liquidator , 
“~— “Fa Sometimes the expression clearly includes author ; sometimes it as clearly | nominally to the defendant company but really to the defendant Edy, | 
onde. 4 does not, but means his assigne. Section 18 of the Act refers to copyright ought to be set aside on the ground of fraud. A qanin now arose on 
a hehe in what is printed in newspapers and periodical publications. Unless the minutes as to whether theitquidator and the defendant company were | 
n f th otherwise agreed, the copyright in such matter belongs to the author. | liable for interest on rents and profits received by them and withdrawn by — 
adh i But the publisher or proprietor of the newspaper can sbtein the | them from the business, such interest being in the nature of compound 
has copyright in apy article published in the newspaper, &c., if he employs | interest. Our. adv. vult. : 
i hi 7 someone to ‘‘ compose’? what is published on the terms that the copyright | Srimume, J.—The question is whether the plaintiffs are entitled to 
on © il shall belong to the publisher or proprietor. The word ‘‘ compose ’’ here interest on profits and rents received by the defendants and withdrawn by 
b is well cannot mean copy or write from dictation ; it obviously means compose in | them from the business of the defendant company. The plaintiffs a A on 
owld = the sense of being the author of the matter published. This is made the decisions which shew that a trustee who makes a secret profit is 
could perfectly clear by the language of the provisoes, which prevent the ublisher | charged with interest thereon : see Seton, vol. 3, pe: 1939-1940. These 
Ay not or proprietor of the newspaper, &e., from publishing the cle in a| decisions are in accordance with the principle id down in Attorney- 
. separate form without the conrent of the “‘author”’ ; and which entitle | General v. Alford (4D. M. & G. 843) and Burdick v. Garrick (L. BR. 5 Ch. 
say that the author to publish it himself in a separate form. The “author here | 233). The trustee has in his own hands part of the trust 
ismissed, is the perron employed to “‘ compose ”’ the article. The more closely the pope: and is liable to bec with the interest he actually received, 
Act is studied the more clearly it appears that, in order that the first | or that which the court is entitled to that he ought to have received. 
publisher of any composition may acquire the copyright in it, he must be The present case, however, is not of exact character ; itis one in 
the re- the “author” of what he publishes, or he must derive his right to publish | which the point to be considered is what are the proper terms on which 
and the from the author by being fhe owner of the manuscript, or in some other | 4 sale x oF made by a liquidator, standing, Siete in a fiduciary 
rm part way. It was contended—and North, J., took the view—that, althou; the | relation to the tiffs, t to be set aside. law is thus stated in 
dition in reporter had no copyright in the speech, he was entitled to copy ht in | the successive editions ( I have referred to several from the 
ay, were his report of it. But ‘we cannot follow this. The report and the speech second) of Lewin on Trusts (10th ed.), Fyn: citing Macartney v. 
reported are, no doubt, different things, but the printer or publisher of the | Blackwood (1 Ridg. Knapp. & Sch. 602) : cestui gue trust, if he chooses 
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it, may have the specific estate reconveyed to him by the trustee, or, 
where the trustee has sold it with notice, by the party who purchased, the 
cestui que trust on the one hand repaying the price at which the trustee 
bought, with interest at 4 per cent., and the trustee or purchaser on the 
other accounting for the profits of the estate, but not with interest, and if 
he was in actual possession, being charged with an occupation rent.’? The 
judgment in that case is based on the fact that the rents and profits were 
received not by the trustee, but by the purchaser. His title was bad as 
against the plaintiff, but he did not himself stand in a fiduciary relation to 
the plaintiff, and it might be thought that a trustee who receive rents and 
protits ought to be charged with interest on them. It was pointed out, 
however, that it did not appear to have been the practice to charge such 
interest, and I was referred to various cases in which the reports shewed or 
appeared to shew that interest had not been charged. I have examined 
the original records in some of these cases, particularly those in Watson 
(or Whatton) v. Toone (6 Madd. 153; also see 5 Madd. 54) and in Tate v. 
Williamson (1 Eq. 528, the decree in which is also given in Seton, vol. 3, 
p- 1929), and these bear out the contention of the defendant’s counsel. I 
shave also failed to find any case in which a trustee has been expressly 
charged with interest on rents upon a sale to him being set aside. In the 
absence of any express authority on the point, [ must take it that the 
settled practice of the court is as stated in Lewin, and the minutes must be 
altered accordingly.—Counse., Upjohn, Q.C., and R. F. Norton; Jenkins, 
Q.C., and Rowden, Q.C.; Warmington, Q.C., and Gatey; Humphry ; 
Patiullo, Soxrcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for Rogers, Thomas, & Sandford, 
Sheflield; Badham § Williams; T. W. Hall; Torr & Co., for Stewart § 
Chalker, Wakefield ; Jaques § Co., for Porett § Fawcett, Sheffield. 


[Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law. 
VALENTINE’S MEAT JUICE CO. ». 


(LIM.) AND ANOTHER. Stirling, J. 
24th, 28th June; 14th Nov. 


Trape-NAME—DerenpDant Ustnc His Own Name—Sate or NAME TO A 
Company—Iniration—Tenpency To Decetve—F Ravn. 


VALENTINE EXTRACT CO. 
10th, 12th May; 20th, 21st, 


Action. The plaintiffs, an old-established American company, 
proprietors and manufacturers of the extract well known as 
**Valentine’s Meat Juice’? (variously called in the market by ite 


proper name, or “‘ Valentine’s Extract,’? or ‘‘ Valentine’”’ simply), 
sought an injunction to restrain the defendant company from carry- 
ing on business as makers or vendors of any preparation of extract 
of meat or meat juice, of which the name “ Valentine” or 
** Valentine’s’’ formed part, and to restrain the defendant’. R. Valentine 
from carrying on any such business without clearly distinguishing it from 
the plaintiffs’. The plaintiffs’ preparation was used mainly, but not 
solely, by invalids, and until 1898 was the only meat preparation on the 
market connected {with the name of Valentine. The defendant company 
was incorporated in 1897 with a capital of £4,000, to carry on 
(inter alia) the business of meat extract or meat juice manufacturers 
and vendors; it was promoted by C. R. Valentine, who became its 
managing director. In 1895 he was manager of the Colonial Con- 
signment and Distributing Co., dealers in colonial produce, including 
extracts of meat. In the same year he conceived the idea of putting 
up solid extract in the form of globules enclosed in a cover, so as to 
be portable for travellers and others. For this he obtained a patent 
which he sold to the defendant company for £1,440, to be paid in cash and 
shares. The company (which was not properly a ‘‘ one-man company ’’) 
commenced to sell the globules in June, 1898, at first packed in boxes 
bearing labels inscribed ‘‘ Valentine’s Valtine Meat Globules ”’ (the word 
‘*‘Valtine’’ being a registered trade-mark), but, since the action was 
begun, altered to ‘‘ Valtine Meat Globules.”? The plaintiffs, in complain 
ing of the use of the name “ Valentine’? so as to deceive the public, 
especially emphasized the phrasing of two circulars issued by the defendants 
in February, 1898, the mode of instructions given to and carried out by 
travellers, and the circumstances surrounding the genesis of the defendant 
company. The plaintiffs submitted that the case was one of trade-name, and 
contained those special circumstances of fraud and probability of deception 
which give a plaintiff the right to interfere with the similar trade of a 
defendant trading under the same style: Reddaway v. Banham (44 W. R. 
638; 1896, A. C. 199), overruling the dicta in Turton v. Turton (38 W. R. 
22, 42 Ch. D. 128). The most recent proposition covering the ground is 
that of Vaughan Williams, L.J., at p. 193 of Jamieson v. Jamieson (15 P. R. 
169, 180, also reported in 42 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 197). The question 
whether it is the defendant’s own name is immaterial : per Turner, L.J., in 
Burgess v. Burgess (3 De G. M. & G. 896), approved by Lord Herschell in 
Reddaway v. Banham (ubi supra) ; itis enough to decide thatdeception has taken 
place. [Sram J., here referred to Warner vy. Warner (5 T. L. RB. 327, 
359).] The court will attach great weight to evidence of fraud, not 
because it is the issue, but because it goes to the evidence which supports 
the issue, which is the probability of deception : yer Lord Cairns in Singer 
Manufacturing Co. v. Wilson (26 W. R. 664, 3 App. Cas. 376, 391); also 
Massam v. Thorley Cattle Food Co. (28 W. R. 966, 14 Ch. D. 748, 752), 
Sazxhlehner v. Apollinaris Co. (1897, 1 Ch. 893, 901). In the present case, 
besides evidence as to probability of deception, there is proof of fraudulent 
intention, maintained among much warning, on the part of C. R. Valentine. 
The cases of Tussaud v. Tussaud (38 W. R. 503, 44 Ch. D. 678), Brinsmead v. 
Brinsmead (12 T. L. R. 631, 138 T. L. R. 3), Pinet v. Pinet (No. 1 in 14 P. R. 
933 ; No. 2 in 46 W. R. 506; 1898, 1 Ch. 179) were also referred to. The 
defendants, beyond denying intention to deceive, contended that they had 
done everything reasonably to be done for the purpose of distinguishing 
their article from the plaintiffs’. It was not a rival business, but one 


dealing with a similar commodity in which C. R. Valentine had a consider- 
able reputation and connection. 


Cur. adv. vult. 








Srrruine, J., after stating the facts, proceeded to consider the law of 
the case, first on the assumption that C. R. Valentine had done all 
pereonally and on his own responsibility. Walsbury, L.C., bad laid down 
the broad principle that ‘‘no one has any right to represent bis goods as 
the goods of somebody else’’: Reddaway v. Bonham (44 W. R. 638 ; 1896, 
A. C. 199, at 204). According to the decisions in Millington v. Fox (3 My. 
& Or. 338), Reddaway v. Bentham Hemp-Spinning Co. (1892, 2 Q. B. 
639), and Cellular Cloth Co. v. Maxton (1899, A. C. 326), it was 
for the plaintiffs in a case like the present to establish that the 
defendant was selling his goods in such a way as to represent to 
the public that they were the manufacture of the plaintiffs; where the 
defendant bore the same name as the plaintiff, it was not an easy 
task to discharge that burden. After referring in detail to the cases of 
Powell vy. Birmingham Vinegar Co. (per Lindley, M.R., in 1896, 2 Ch. 69), 
Burgess v. Burgess (3 De G. M. & G. 896), and Turton v. Turton and Jamie- 
son Vv. Jamieson (ubi supra), his lordship declared his opinion that, if the 
defendants were selling a preparation similar to the plaintiffs’, it might 
be that the latter would have succeeded. But in his opinion the 
articles were not so similar, either in appearance or in reality. No one 
buying the defendants’ article could possibly suppose that he had ever 
bought such an article of the plaintiffs, and the defendants’ article had 
never been known on the market as the plaintiffs’. In his judgment, OC. R. 
Valentine, if he were honestly carrying on the business of selling these 
meat globules in his own name and on his own account, could not be 
restrained from using his own name in connection with that business. 
With regard to the attack by the plaintiffs’ on the good faith of the 
defendant, his lordship, while thinking that there were many features of 
suspicion, came to the conclusion that want of good faith had not been 
established. There remained the question whether the defendant company 
was entitled as against the plaintiffs to make use of the name Valentine. 
If C. R. Valentine had himself begun and carried on the business, he might 
have been entitled (always supposing good faith) to assign the goodwill and 
the right to use his name to a company. This, however, was not 
the case ; C. R. Valentine had himself never carried on the business, but 
formed the company, giving it his name and making over a so-called 
goodwill which consisted of promises to deal. Still, C. R. Valentine was 
the inventor of the globules by the business in which he meant to benefit 
through the company to which, acting in good faith, he gave his own 
name. The case was not one of a man who had no real interest ina 
business, being introduced into it simply to give it the desired name. The 
action failed, but under the circumstances would be dismissed without costs. 
—CounskEL, Fletcher Moulton, Q.C., Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and L. B. Sebastian ; 
Upjohn, Q.C., and A. Sims. Soxsicrrors, Wilson, Bristowes, § Carpmael ; 
Campion § Co. 

Reported by W. H. Draven, Barrister-at-Law. 


BASCHET v. LONDON ILLUSTRATED STANDARD CO. (LIM.), TEMPLE 
PRESS (LIM.), AND OTHERS. Kekewich, J. 8th Nov. 


Axtistic CopyrRiGHT—INFRINGEMENT BY AGENT—F NE Arts Copyricut Act, 
1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 68), s. 6—InTERNATIONAL CopyriGHT—INFRINGE- 
MENT—NATURE OF REMEDIES—INTERNATIONAL Copyricut Act, 1886 (49 & 
50 Vicr. c. 33), s. 2, suB-sECTION 3. 

In this action the plaintiff was the owner, according to French law, of 
the copyright in certain photographs first published in Paris. The 
defendants the Temple Press (Limited) had printed in this country, and 
the defendants the London Illustrated Standard Co. (Limited) had caused 
to be printed, published, and sold—in each case without the consent of the 
plaintiff—copies of the said photographs. Two important points arose for 
the decision of the court. By section 6 of the Fine Arts Uopyright Act, 
1862, it is provided (inter alia), that if any person, not being proprietor for 
the time being of copyright in any painting, drawing, or photograph, shall, 
without the consent of the proprietor, (1) repeat, copy, colourably imitate, 
or otherwise multiply for sale, hire, &c., or (2) cause or procure to be 
repeated, copied, &c., any such work, such person for every such offence 
shall forfeit to the proprietor of the copyright for the time being a sum not 
exceeding £10. On behalf of the defendants the Temple Press (Limited), 
it was submitted that they fell within neither of the above two classes of 
infringers. Both classes, it was contended, included only principals; 
the first class comprising those who had themselves been directly 
guilty by their own immediate act of repeating, copying, c., the 
copyright work of art; the second, those who had been indirectly guilty 
through the agency of others. In neither class, however, was it meant to 
include those who had acted merely as agents, and this was precisely the 
position of the Temple Press, who had merely printed the photographs in 
question at the request of the London Illustrated Standard Co. It was 
further submitted on behalf of both defendants that under section 2, sub- 
section 3, of the International Copyright Act, 1886, the plaintiff was 
entitled only to such remedies as those to which he would have been 
entitled by French law had the infringement been committed in France. 
By that section it is enacted that ‘‘ the International Copyright Acts and 
an order made thereunder shall not confer on any person any greater right 
or longer term of copyright in any work than that enjoyed in the foreign 
country in which such work was first produced.”’ This, it was contended, 
not only restricted,the copyright conferred in this country by the Act on & 
foreigner to the nature and extent of the copyright conferred on him in bis 
own country, but also limited his remedies in this country, in case of 
infringement, to the remedies open to him in his own land. 

Kexewicu, J., was of opinion that the language of tection 6 of the 
Fine Acts Copyright Act, 1862, was not capable of the construction put 
on it by the Geimdonte the Temple Press. ‘To his mind those who | 

rinted—whether as principals or agents did not matter—might certainly 
be said to have ‘repeated, copied, colourably imitated, or otherwise 
multiplied for sale.” He thought he ought not to struggle aguinst the 
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plain words of the statute. The Legislature had drawn no such distinc- 
tion as that which was now attempted to be drawn on bebalf of the Temple 
Press. As tothe point under section 2, sub-section 3, of the International 
Copyright Act, 1886, his opinion was also clear. He understood that 
section to mean that a man could not sue in this country in respect of 
international copyright unless he first proved to the satisfaction of the 
court that he was entitled to protection in hisown land. But it would 
be going a long way beyond this to ray that when he had proved his 
right he was then to enjoy no further remedies than those given him in his 
own country. It would not be possible to work two systems of juris- 
prudence side by side in the manner proposed. He therefore decided 
against both defendants on both points.—CounsrL, Warrington, Q.C., and 
Scrutton ; Renshaw, Q.C , and H. S Simmons; MacSwinney. So tcrrors, 
McKenna § Co. ; Braham Barnett ; Seagrove & Woods. 


Reported by J. E. Morris, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ASHBY +. WILSON. Kekewich, J. 4th Nov. 


LANDLORD AND Tenant—LeAse— Covenant ny Lessor WITH Lgsser Not To 
Let ApJornrnc Prorerry ror THE Purpose or A Trape—Ruicur or 
Lessee TO Sur ADJOINING LESSER. 


By an indenture of lease dated the 27th of November, 1893, made 
between G. W. Wilson, the lessor, and H. T. Bigglestone, the lessee, 
certain premises known as No. 3, The Broadway, Church End, Finchley, 
were demised by the lessor unto the lessee, his executors, administrators, 
and assigns, for the term of twenty-one years at the rents therein men- 
tioned And the lessee, for himself, bis excutors, administrators, and 
assigns, covenanted with the lessor, his executors, administrators, and 
assigns, that he would use the premises as and for the businers of a 
fruiterer, greergrocer, and corn chandler only. And the lessor covenanted 
with the lessee that he would not during the continuance of the demise 
let any of the other houses, Nos. 1 to 6, in The Broadway for the pur- 
poses of the trades of a fruiterer, greengrocer, or corn chandler. On the 2nd 
of August, 1898, the premises were assigned by Bigglestone to W. Ashby. 
By an indenture cf lease dated the 29th of January, 1897, made between 
G. W. Wileon, the lessor, and J. H. Bebb, the lessee, another house in 
The Broadway, No. 1, was demised by the lessor to the leseee for the 
term of thirty-five years at the rents therein mentioned And the lessee 
covenanted with the lessor that he would use the house as and for an oil, 
colour, and Italian warehouse only. This was an action by Ashby against 
Wilson avd Bebb. The plaintiff alleged that Bebb was carry- 
ing on the trade of a fruiterer, greengrocer, and corn chandler 
at No. 1, The Breadway, to the damage of the plaintiff, 
aad claimed an injunction to restrain Wilson from letting to Bebb or per- 
mitting to be used No. 1, The Broadway for the purposes of the said trades 
in contravention of the covenant by Wilson in the lease of the 27th of 
November, 1893, and also an injunction to restrain Bebb from using No. 1, 
The Broadway, for the purposes of the said trades. The defendant Bebb 
denied that he was carrying on the said trades in breach of the covenant in 
the plaintiffs’ lease, or thereby causing him damage. He further alleged 
he had no notice of the covenant, and that as a matter of law it did not 
affect him. The defendant Wilson also denied that the said trades were 
being carried on as alleged, or that the plaintiff was suffering damage 
therefrom, and submitted that as agesinst him there was no cause of 
action. 

Kexewicnu, J.—It wiil be convenient first of all to deal with the question 
of fact as to whether the defendant Bebb is carrying on the business of a 
fruiterer, greengrocer, and corn chandler, either one or other of them. By 
a covenant in his leae he is restricted to carrying on the business of an 
oil, colour, and Italian warehous+ man, and if he is carrying on the business 
of a fruiterer, greengrocer, or corn chandler, he is competing with the 
plaintiff and infringing that covenant which is of a restrictive character. 
| His lord:h»p then examined the evidence and found that the defendant 
Bebb was carrying on the business of a fruiterer, greengrocer, and corn 
chandler, all three, and that such business was not within the scope of the 
trade of an Italian warehouse; that he was, therefore, doing what he Lad 
covenanted with the defendant Wilson not to do, and that he had broken 
that covenant to the injury of the plaintiff, and continued:] Now I come 
to an interesting question of law: Can the plaintiff sue the defendant 
Bebb? Toere is no covensnt between them. There is no contract between 
them resting upon a building scheme or anythingof that kind. I think, there- 
fore, the plaintiff cannot sue Bebb directly. Then can he sue Bebb through 
Wilson? Certainly, if he is entitled to make Wilson sue Bebb; if he is 
entitled to call upon Wilson, his lessor, to sue Bebb, who has broken his 
covenant with Wilson, then it is convenient simply to make Wilson a 
opt here; and though the plaintiff’s action against Bebb would remain 

is action against Bebb, still he would sue Bebb through Wilson; that 
would be right enough. It is only fair to notice that the defendant 
Wilson was willing to see justice done between his tenants. Why is not 
the plaintiff entitled to sue the defendant Bebb? The defendant Wilson 
has entered into a covenant with the plaintiff to a certain effect, and if the 
plaintiff is entitled in this court to insist on Wilson suing on that cove- 
nant, he can sue Bebb with Wilson made a party. What is the covenant 
of the plaintiff with thedefendant Wilson? ‘That he will use the premises 
for the business of a fruiterer, greengrocer, and corn dealer only ; and 
Wilson covenants with the plaintiff ‘ not to let’? any of the other houses 

| in the Broadway for the purposes of that trade. That covenant has not 
| been broken by Wilson, for in bis lease to the defendant Bebb there is a 
special covenant by Bebb to use his premises for an oil, colour, and Italian 
warehouse only. Therefore Wilson has done his duty under bis covenant 
with the plaintiff, and the plaintiff has no claim against him. I am then 
asked to say that the plaintiff, although Wilson has not broken his cove- 
nant with him, can make Wilson sue Bebb, for, unless the plaintiff 





can do that, he cannot succeed against Bebb. The answer to that 
is to be found in Kemp v. Bird (25 W. R. 838, 5 Ch. D. 974) where | 
Cotton, L.J., says: Tf iow of no autbority for saying that under such 
circumstances as these,’’ and the circumstances here are sufficiently | 
similar, ‘‘a landlord is a trustee for his tenant in the sense that he must ( 
at the request of the lessee enforce a covenant sgainst another lessee.’’ 
That is what Iam asked to do. I am asked to say that Wileon must 
enforce the covenant which Bebb has entered into with him, because 
has himself entered into another covenant with the plaintiff, which 
covenant he has observed. That would contradict Kemp v. Bird, which 
negatives such a wide construction of that covenant and therefore the right 
of the plaintiff to sue here. Then Mr. Lawrence relies on the case of 
Fitz v. Iles (1893, 1 Ch. 77, 68 L. T. Rep. 108) and says that if that case 
be inconsistent with Kemp v. Bird I should nevertheless follow it as being 
the later case. Kemp v. Bird was not cited in Fitz v. Iles, but I think 
that Kemp v. Bird is binding on me, and is better and sounder law than 
Fitz v. Iles, and I think, therefore, that the plaintiff’s case fails. Although 
the defendant Bebb is doing wrong, on the other hand the plaintiff has no 
right to sue him, and I shell not therefore deprive him of costs. Of courre 
the defendant Wileon will have his costs.—Covunset, P. 0. Lawrence, Q.C., 
and Gerald Wheeler ; Warrington, Q.C., and G. Cave; R. J. Parker, Soxict- 
Tors, Joseph Gibson ; Julius § Thomas ; Alfred George Dinn. 

[Reported by C. C. Hensiey, Barrister-at-Law.] sr 


Hl 
HEYL-DIA v. EDMUNDS. Kekewich, J. 11th Nov. 
Srcret Process—Co-owners—Ricut or Eacu Co-owngr To Use Invention 
Wirnovut Consent or THE OrHER Co-owNBRS. 
This was an action by G. E. Heyl-Dia in which the plaintiff claimed a 
declaration that he was entitled to the benefit of an invention and secret 

rocess for the purpose of recovering from indiarubber waste commercial 
indiarubber for his own benefit, and an I" to restrain the 
defendants in the action and every one of them from in any way a 
the particulars of the invention and secret process; or alternative 
that it might be declared that the —— and the defendants or some of 
them were partners with regard to the invention and secret process. The 
defendants alleged that they and the plaintiff were joint owners of the 
invention and secret process, and that they equally with the plaintiff were 
entitled to use the secret process and invention. 

Kexewicu, J., after deciding on the evidence that the plaintiff and the 
defendants were not partners but co-owners of the secret process, said: It 
has been argued for the plaintiff that as regards a secret process of this 
kind the general law as to co-ownersbip cannot bave any application, and 
that if one of the eo-owners may use it without the consent of the others it 
will destroy the thing which is in their co-ownership, and ttat therefcre 
any one of them is entitled to restrain his co-owner from u ing it to his 
detriment. That is rather a strong doctrine, and requires rome con- 
sideration. Although a secret process 1s not strictly analogous to a patent, 
because of course the patent is a disclosure of the invention, and the 
secrecy is got rid of at once, yet there is an analogy, and a very close one. 
There is no question that each owner of an invention has the right to use 
it unless restrained by contract or statute law. Now, if that is true as 
regards a fpatented invention it must be true as regards a secret 
process. And then according to Lord Herschell in Steers v. Logers 
(1893, A. O. 232), there is no implied contract where two or more persons 
jointly obtain letters patent that no one of them shall use the invention 
without the consent of the others, or, if he does, that he shall use it for their 
joint benefit. Mutatis mutandis those observations seem to me to opply to 
the case of a secret process. Then it is suggested it must be treated as a 
chattel. In the argument for the eee in Steers v. Rogers counsel 
quoted from Lindley on Partnerehip (5th ed.), p. 62, where it is stated that 
**as a general rule where an owner of a chattel derives gain from its ue 
heis, independently of any contract, bound to account to the other owners. 
Now, there is nothing in the judgment in Steers v. Rogers to shew that that 
is not perfectly true, but there is a great deal {o shew that letters patent 
are not chattels, and I therefore say that this secret process is not a 
chattel. It is true in the 6th ed. of Lindley on Partnership the 
learned author does refer to a patent for an invention as « cbattel. 
But the decision of the House of Lords in Steers v. Rogers had not 
then been given. Possibly in the next edition :ome mx difications 
of that language may be introduced. Suffice it to tay that Lord 
Herschell’s language in Steers v. Rogers appears to me to be applicable to 
this case, and whether you may properly apply it to chattels or not, at any 
rate there is nothing to prevent each co-owner of this sccret proce:s from 
using the knowledge which he possesses. I hold, therefore, that the 
plaintiff is entitled to no relief as against any of the defendants.—CoensaL, 
P. O. Lawrence, Q.C., and 0. L. Clare; Warrington, Q.0., and R. F. Norton. 
Sorrcrrons, W. J. § E HH. Tremellen, tor W. Hanchert, Manchester; Percival 
G. Robinson, for Edelston § Son, Preston. 

| Reported by C. C. Hensiey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re NORTON. NORTON v. NORTON. Byrne, J. 7th Nov. ‘ 
Practrice—Partition Action—Ciam ror Sate ny INFANT BY BIS Next 

Frignp as Sove Piatnrrrr—Sate Dieecrep w Parties OTHER THAN 

Inrant rouNp EntiTLEp To Morety—Converston—Partition ACT, 

1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 17), 8. 6. 

The main question raised in this case was whether or not a sale ordered 
by the court under the provisions of the Partition Acts of 1868 and 1876, 
upon a request for sale made on the part of an infant by his next friend, 
effected such a conversion of his real estate as to leave it free from 
an equity for reconversion on the of the heir of such infant 
should such infant die before attai the age of twenty-one years. 
In the present case the action was brought by an infant as sole 
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plaintiff by his next friend, and the writ and statement of claim 
asked for a sale of the real estate, to one moiety of which the infant 
plaintiff was absolutely entitled, subject to a tenancy by the courtesy 
subsisting in one of the defendants. The defendants were between. them 
entitled to the other moiety, and the judgment stated that they requested 
asale. The judgment directed a sale if the parties other than the infant 
were found entitled to a moiety ; and the other parties being so found, the 
property was sold without further order. In favour of conversion the 
Partition Act, 1876, s. 6, and certain observations in the judgment in 
Wallace v. Greenwood (16 Ch. D. 362) were relied upon. 

Byrngz, J., held that it was not necessary to decide whether the present 
case was reconcileable with some of the observations of Jessel, M.R., in 
Wallace v. Greenwood. His lordship stated, however, that it was clear that, 
but for section 6 of the Partition Act, 1876, the equity would exist, and 
that he did not consider that Jessel, M.R., in that case meant to lay down 
that the equity for reconversion on the part of the infant recognized in 
Foster v. Foster (24 W. R. 185, 1 Ch. D. 588) would be lost simply by 
reason of the sale having been made at the request of the infant. In 
the present case the form of the order precluded the idea that the court 

upon the request of the infant in directing the sale, which was 
actually carried out. There was therefore no conversion.—CovuNsEL, 
Rowden, Q.C., and Cann ; Mulligan, Q.C., and H. C. Hawkins. Soutcrrors, 
Charles Sawbridge § Son. 
[Reported by J. Arruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KENRICK +. MOUNTSTEVEN. Cozens-Hardy, J. 9th Nov. 


Partitr1on—Practice—Form or JupDGMENT—PERMANENT IMPROVEMENTS— 
ALLOWANCE. 


This action was brought by the plaintiff Anne Jane Kenrick against the 
defendants as trustees of a settlement made on the marriage of Miss 
Harriet Chamberlaine and the Rev. Wm. Hy. Pook, and dated the 22nd of 
September, 1847, for partition of the estates which formerly belonged 
to aMr. George Chamberlaine and which on his death on the 20th of April, 

868, passed to his two sisters as bis co-heiresses-at-law, he dying intestate. 
The two sisters were the above-named plaintiff Anne Jane Kenrick and 
the above-named Harriet Chamberlaine. So faras Harriet Chamberlaine’s 
moiety was concerned she under a covenant contained in the said marriage 
settlement as to after-acquired property, by a deed dated the 6th of 
May, 1878, settled her moiety upon trust for herself for life, with 
remainder to her husband for life, with remainder to their children. 
In the year 1883 an informal division of parts of the said hereditaments was 
made between the plaintiff and Harriet Chamberlaine, the plaintiff 
taking certain specified hereditaments as her undivided moiety, and the 
said Harriet Chamberlaine taking other specified hereditaments as her 
undivided moiety, and an agreement embodying the terms of the division 
was signed, and the rents and profits were from 1883 enjoyed accordingly, 
but it was admitted that this agreement did not bind the defendants. 
Tre plaintiff claimed to have expended large sums on permanent 
improvements, and to have thereby increased the value of the property 
to be parti:ioned, and asked that the sums expended by her might be 
taken into account on partition, and inserted an inquiry accordingly in her 
minutes. The defendants contended that no account of expenditure on 
improvements could be directed, except by way of set-off against an 
occupation rent (sce Teasdale v. Sanderson (33 Beav. 534), Seton’s Judgments 
and Orders (5th ed.), vol. 2, p. 1557; vol 3, p. 2142), and that the 
plaintiff, not being charged with an occupation rent, was not entitled 
to an inquiry. 

Cozess-Hanpy, J., thought that the question of principle was difficult, 
but that the current of authority since Parker v. Trigg (W. N., 1874, p. 27) 
was uniform. He referred to Watson v. Gass (30 W. R. 286), Leigh v. 
Dickeson (33 W. RB. 538, 15 Q. B. D. 60, 67, 69), Re Jones (1893, 2 Ch. 461, 
41 W. R Wig 143), Be Cook’s Mortgage (44 W. R. 646; 1896, 1 Ch. 923), 
and Williams y Williams (W. N., 1899, 66,47 W. RB. Dig. 143), and he 
held that a tenant in common was entitled to an inquiry in the form 
approved by Kekewich J., ia the last-named case, and that an inquiry 
must be disected accordingly.—Counset, Eve, Q.C., and EF. 8. Ford; 
Asthury, Q.C , and Vaughan Hawkins. Sortcrrors, Robins, Hay, Waters, § 
Hay, tor Ffwks & Douglas, Sherborne; Eyre, Dowling, & Co. 

(Reported by J. F. Water, Barrister-at-Law. 


HEPWORTH v. PICKLES, Farwell, J. 2nd Nov. 


Vespor asp Preecuasen—Coxteact—Resteictive Covesant—Breacu ov 
CovgNasNT comTInvgp ror Twenty-rovn Yrars—Action ror Rescrsston 
—Watver—Goon Titrtze—No Costs, 


Action for rescission of a contract for the eale of a freehold shop and 
retura of the deposit on the ground of misrepresentation by concealment 
of a condit.om that no beer, wine, spirits, or any intoxicating liquor should 
be sold on the premises. The = entered into a contract to purchase 
certain freehold premises then being used as a grocer’s shop at Bradford. 

signing the contract he asked if the licence was in full 

force, and was aseared that it was by the defendant’s solicitor. 
It afterwards appeared that a restrictive covenant had been entered 
into by the purchaser in 1474. At the trial it was shewn that 
the covenant was broken in the next year, and that beer had continued 
to be sold there ever since. The defendant’s solicitor said he was unaware 
of the existence of the covenant, the deeds being in the hands of a mort- 
. The plaintiff contended that he was entitled to be informed of the 

of the covenant, the existence of which it was the duty of the 
detendant’s wlicttor to know, and that the waiver was not sufficient to 
protect him against all claims for breach of the covenant. The defendant 
replied that no statement was made as to the existence or otherwise of a 
peatrictive covenant, but only a statement as to the validity of the licence. 











Farwett, J.—In this case the plaintiff entered into a contract to 
purchase property in Bradford for the purpose of selling beer. The house in 
question was conveyed in 1874 by a conveyance which coutained a rcstric- 
tive covenant. I find, as a fact, that very shortly after the date of the 
covenant beer, and afterwards spirits, were sold, and have continued to b: 
sold for upwards of twenty years, on the premises. I hold that the shop is 
no longer bound by the covenant. The case is covered by the decision in 
Gibson v. Doeg (6 W. R. 107, 2 H. & N. 615) and by the uareported case of 
Re Summerson, heard before Romer, L.J., on the 23rd of February, 1899. 
It was suggested that there might be other persons who would be entitled 
to the benefit of the covenant; 9s at present advised, I think it very un- 
likely that there can be any such person. I think, therefore, that a good 
title can be made, and the action must be dismissed. As regards the 
costs of the action, it was contended that no assurance was given as to 
the absence of a covenant, the only statement made relating to the 
existence and validity of the licence. I think this argument neglects 
the spirit in favour of the letter. It was the business of the defendant’s 
solicitor to know of the existence of the covenant, and he would hive 
been able to see the deeds in the hands of the mortgagee, in the same 
way as he afterwards obtained a sight of them for the plaintiff. I think the 
defendant is entitled to complain that he was not informed that there was 
an existing covenant, even though it was invalid through long acquiescence 
in the breach of it; and indeed the defendaut’s solicitor admitted that he 
would have been bound to mention it if he had been aware of its 
existence. The action will therefore be dismissed without costs.—Covnsen, 
Badeock, Q.C., and C. Church; Hughes, Q.C., and Clayton. So.ictrors, 
Prior, Church, § Adams, for J. H. Miiner, Leeds; Jaques § Co., for Turnbull 
& Turnbull, Bradford. 


(Reported by J. F. Iseuix, Parrister-at-Law.] 


Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re JOHN ROBERTS. E£xz zarte THE DEBTOR. C. A. No. 2. 
27th Oct. and 10th Nov. 


BANKRUPTCY—PROPERTY VESTING IN TrRUSTEE—EXCEPTION oF PERSONAL 
Earnincs or BANKRUPT—Exception Limitep TO Wuart Is NECESSARY FOR 
Support or Banxrurt anp His Wire anp Famity—Bankrvuptcy Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 38), s. 44. 


This was an appeal by the debtor, John Roberts, the celebrated 
billiard-player, against an order made by Wright, J., that the debtor 
should deliver up to the trustee certain billiard balls in his possession, of 
the value of £70 or £80, which he had acquired under an agreement made 
by him after his bankruptcy with the Benzoline Co. (Limited). On behalf 
of the appellant it was contended that the balls were the personal 
earnings of the bankrupt, and were, therefore, excepted from the operation 
of section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 

Tue Court (Linptey, MR. Jeunz, P., and Romer, L.J.) dismissed the 


appeal. 

ol M.R., read the judgment of the court, in the course of which 
he said : Mr. Roberts, a professional billiard-player, was adjudicated bank- 
rupt in April, 1898, and on the 24th of July, 1899, an order was made by 
the judge in bankruptcy for the delivery by Roberts to his trustee of 
certain billiard balls worth £70 or £80, which Roberts had in his possession 
on the Ist of May, 1899. He had acquired these under an agreement made 
by him, after his bankruptcy, with the Benzoline Co. (Limited), and 
dated the 5th of October, 1898. The trustee claims these billiard 
balls under section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Mr. Roberts con- 
tends that he is entitled to retain them upon the ground that they 
are his personal earnings, and are therefore excepted from the opera- 
tion of that section. The alleged exception is not to be found in 
the Act itself, but is said to be an implied exception based upon a long 
series of authorities, and well recognized for the last hundred years. 
Attempts have been made to establish on the foundation of these state- 
ments the doctrine that whatever a bankrupt earns by his personal labour 
or ability after the bankruptcy belongs to him Lord Alvanley’s observa- 
tions in Hesse v. Stevenson (3 Bos. & P., at pp. 577-78) appear to us to 
represent the true doctrine on this subject. It may be that a bankrupt’s 
trustee cannot maintain an action for money earned by the bankrupt 
since his bankruptcy by his personal exertions if such money is required 
by him for his personal support and maintenance: see Williams v. Chambers 
(10 Q. B. 337), the pleadings in which, however, alleged promises to pay to 
the assignees for work done by the bankrupt. The Bankruptcy Act of 
1883, like its predecessors, excepts a bankrupt’s tools, and contemplates 
the acquisition of future property by a bankrupt, and he must live to use 
his tools and acquire such property. The present Act, like previous 
Bankruptcy Acts, must be construed so as to enable him to do so, and 
the language of section 44, clear and express as it is,¢nust not, therefore, 
be taken so literally as to deprive the bankrupt of those fruits of his 
personal exertions which are necessary to enable him to live. But, 
on the other hand, the necessity is the limit of the exception. 
This is in entire accordance with modern decisions. Hz parte Benwell, Re 
Hutton (38 W. BR. 242, 14 Q. B. D. 301), does not conflict with other cases. 
That case turns entirely on section 58, and is only an authority for 
the proposition that a prospective order cannot be me impounding 
the future personal ——- of a bankrupt. Similar observations 
apply to Re Shine (40 W. KR. 386; 1892, 1 Q. B. 522). Those cases 
are not authorities for the proposition that property of a bankrupt 
acquired by his personal exertions since his bankruptcy, and not 
wanted for his present support, do not belong to his trustee. 
No such doctrine can be main in face of section 44. After bank- 
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ruptey, and before bis discharge, whatever property a bankrupt acquires 
belong: to bis trustee, save only what is necessary for hissupport. He may 
ue and recover his earnings if his trustee does not interfere, but what he 
recovers Le recovers for the benefit of his creditors, except to the extent 
necessary to support himself and his wife and family. The exception 
seems to include them. In this case we have not to consider the 
right of the trustee to sue a stranger for money payable to the 
penkrupt, for the bankrupt has in bis own possestion the property ordered 
to be delivered up. Moreover, that property is not wanted for the 
bankrupt’s support. He can and does support bimself without it. Even 
if, therefore, the billiard balls can be regarded as obtained by the personal 
exertions of the bankrupt, the order for delivery to the trustee would be 
quite right. This being so, it is unnecessary to consider whether the 
billiard balls can be properly regarded as personal earnings. They are 
delivered to the bankrupt under an agreement which imposes no 
obligation on him to play billiards or otherwise exert himself. 
All he undertakes to do is not to play in public (except in genuine cham- 
pionship matches) with any billiard balls except those made by the 
Benzoline Co. The agreement is no doubt based on the a:sumption that 
Roberts will play billiards in public; but, after all, its object is to 
advertise the company’s balls, and as Roberts need not play at all or 
otherwise exert himeelf, it is not easy to see how this case could be brought 
within the exception, even if it were wider than upon examination it turns 
out tobe. The sppeal must be dismissed with costs.—CovunseL, Tindal 
Atkinson, Q.C., and F. Cooper Willis; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Holloway. 
Souicrrors, Letts Brothers ; Roscoe § Hincks. 
[Reported by R. C. Macxenzix, Barrister-at-Law.! 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orver or Court. 


Tuesday, the 7th day of November, 1899. 

Whereae, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice North, 
Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Farwell respectively, it is expedient 
that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. Justice North and Mr. Justice 
Stirling, should for the purpose only of hearing or of trial be transferred to 
Mr. Justice Farwell; now I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl 
of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that 
the several causes and matters set forth in the schedules hereto, be 
accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice North and Mr. Justice 
Stirling, to Mr. Justice Farwell for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, 
and be marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be 
drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norru. 


Aldridge v Blackman 1899 A 519 April 29 

In re Willis Shaw v Flanagan 1899 W 2,168 April 29 

Hexter v Pearce 1898 H 3,267 May 1 

Deverill v Nottingham Turkish Baths Cold 1899 D 215 May 3 

Kensington Freehold Land Trust ld v Bezcoby 1898 K 967 May8 

Acetylene Illuminating Co ld v Midland Acetylene (Parent) Syndicate ld 
1899 A 1,296 May 8 

Rootv Donn 1899 R 92 May9 

Isaacs v Evans 1898 S 920 May17 

In re Trade Mark No 25,422 & Patents, &c, Acts motion entered in 
Witness List May 18 

Stanley v Robson & Co 1899 S 98 May 18 

Stohwasser vDennant 1899 S 334 May 18 


Bauer v Silicate Paint Co (J B Orr & Cold) 1899 B 788 May 18 


Wright v Prall 1899 W 740 May 19 
Blake vy Watkins 1898 B 5,086 May 24 
Pickett v Withall 1899 P 868 May 25 
Nevill v Tasker 1898 N 952 May 31 
Barrar v Rawlings 1899 B 1,216 May 3l 
Davisv Green 1898 D 1,715 June 5 
Linfoot v Pearce 1879 L 421 June 6 


Cockell vy Cox 1899 © 1,477 June8 
Bird v Philpott 1898 B 4,971 June 9 
Osborn v Tuffnell 1899 O 586 June 10 
Toye v Parkes 1898 T 1,507 June 10 
White v Paxton 1899 W 1,305 June 16 
The Music & Arts Corpn ld v Duncan 1898 M_ 3,750 June 20 
Leach v amp Consolidated Mines ld 1899 L 1,260 June 21 
Fox v National Telephone Cold 1899 F 3873 June 22 
Paget v Grosvenor 1898 P 1,987 June 23 
Deaconv Cripps 1898 D 1,423 June 23 
Pouey vy Hordern Gautron vy Hordern 1896 P 2,148 June 26 
The Presto Gear Case & Components Co ld v Orme, Evans & Co ld, &e 
1899 P 578 June 26 ; 
Taylor y London & County Banking Cold 1899 T 235 
Lord Ebury vy Horwood 1898 E 946 June 28 
Williams vy Stockley 1899 W 472 June 28 
Dunn v Brown & Polson 1899 D 302 June 29 
tv Carpenter 1899 K 3835 June 30 
London General Omnibus Oo ld y Haydon 1899 L 1,046 June 30 
Brenchley v Higgins 1899 B 2,267 July 4 


June 27 


Hewlings v Dalrymple 1899 H 517 July 10 

Jones v Potts 1899 J 665 July 12 

Newman and Owston Peat Moss Litter Co (of Ireland) ld v D’Humy 
1898 N 1,673 July 1% 

Tn re the Borax Cold Foster v The Borax Cold 1899 B 608 July 13 

Yorkshire Laundries ld v Pickles 1899 Y 182 July 18 

Berry v Jenner & Sons 1899 B 851 July 18 

The Dairy Supply Co ld v de Wyttenback 1698 D 1,241 July 22 

In re Godwin & Hewitt’s Patent, No 9,220 of 1891, Ke petition July 22 

Steljes v Exchange Telegraph Cold 1899 S 687 July 24 

In re Sloan Farrer v eal 1898 8 741 July 26 

Gomer v Taylor 1898 G 601 July 26 


SECOND SCHEDULE, 
From Mr. Justice Srixiine. 


Wall v London & Northern Assets Corpn, ld 1898 

Sidaway v Evans 1898 S 1,286 March7 

Wetherall vy Budd 1899 W 474 March Il 

Butlin v Glaskin 1898 B 4,455 March 1L 

Beavis v The Rylands Glass, &c, Co, ld 1899 B 186 March 13 

London County Courcil v Great Northern Ry C» 1898 L 2,834 
March 13 

Simes v Martin 1898 S 2,701 March 14 

Low vLow 1898 L 1,551 March 15 

.Ellisv Muir 1898 E 516 March 15 

Proctor v Lupton 1898 P 2,560 March 16 

Heatly v Spiers & Pond,ld 1899 H 483 March 29 

Magnus v The Plumbers’ Co 1897 M 3,637 March 30 

In re Ackroyd Burgess v Ackroyd 1898 A 1,662 March 30 

Mutoscope & Biograph Syndicate, ld v British Steropticon Biograph Co, 11 
1898 M 2,647 April 5 

The Coupe & Dunlop Brougham Co, ld v Heath 1898 C 3,788 April 6 

In reStead Whitham v Andrew 1899 S 298 April 15 

In re Heaps Pulleynev Wilson 1898 H 1,274 April 18 

Foakes v Jackson 1894 F 1,804 April 18 

Rosenberg v Smolinsky 1898 R 1,701 April 19 

Mackenzie v Headland Hotel Cold 1898 M 3,368 April 19 

Walker v Shaw, Savill & Albion Cold 1898 W 3,836 April 21 

Jennings Bros ld v Warwick 1898 J 1.299 April 21 

Powell v Powell 1899 P 2,817 April 21 

Stead v Clegg 1898 S 4,154 April 21 

Trustees, Executors & Securities Insce Corpn ld v Armstrong 1898 T 
613 April 24 

Morris v Hollender 1898 M 3,528 April 24 

Press v Stanton 1899 P 71 April 25 

Press v Clay 1899 P 73 April 25 

Moore v Ackerman 1899 M 135 Mayl 

Edwards v Miller 1898 E 881 May 2 

South Staffordshire Blue Brick Co ld v Rowley Station Colliery Co ld 1898 
S 3,182 May 2 

Ainsworth v Alcock adjd sumns entered as witness action May 2 

Wood vy Wood 1898 W 3,344 May 9 

Phillips v National Land Corpnld 1898 P 2,419 May 9 

Horsfall v Horsfall 1898 2,336 10 

Reed v Bright’s Stores, ld 1899 R 6,011 May 11 

Owles v Letts 1898 O 1,976 May 12 

Taylor v Mayor, &c, of Newport 1899 T 457 May 13 

Maynards, ld v Maynard 1899 M 869 May 15 

Weatherley v Murray 1899 W 1,128 May 16 

In re Ashwell Ashwell vy Walker 1898 A _ 1,843 

Carter v Hoff 1899 C 488 May 19 

Burton vy Stretton 1899 B 313 May 19 

Hunter v Hollway 1898 H 3,264 May 27 

Attorney-Gen v Chelmsford Rural District Qouncil 1898 A 
May 30 

Sterling vCohen 1899 S 337 May 3l 

Myott v Pointon 1899 M 866 June 5 

iot v Financial & General Syndicate, 1d 1898 E 1,129 June5 

In re Mouat Kingston Cotton Mill Cov Mouat 1899 M 235 June 9 

Brown v Sanderson 1899 B 1,070 June 9 

England v Dagg 1898 E 568 June 10 

Whittington v Seale-Hayne 1898 W 4,096 June 13 

Martin, Earle, & Go, ld vShann 1898 M 1,606 June 19 

Edison Bell Consolidated Phonograph Co ld v Levi 189 E 
June 28 

Powell v Fortescue 1898 P 2,729 June 29 

Bowick v Borchgrevink 1898 B 2,759 June 30 

Duffield v Briant 1898 D 688 July 6 

Law v Law 1899 L 1,022 July 12 

Adams v Cockerton 1898 A 1,417 July l4 

Conry v Fox 1899 © 1,276 July 17 

Blew — —— vg Naar v Sap m 
gs v K uu 1899 »282 g 

Savage Bros id + Brindle 1898 S 4,655 July 25 

May v Platt 1899 M 888 July 26 

Forster- Brown ¥ —- 1899 B 2,062 July 27 

Lowoock ld vy Lowcock Lowoock v Green 1898 A 1,743 Jaly 27 

Hoare v Greenside 18094 H 3,474 July 27 

In re Holland Richards v Holland 1898 H 4,453 July 28 

Garrett v McLean 1899 G@ 385 July 28 

Hunt v Luck 1899 H 10 July 31 


W 1178 March 3 


May 17 


1,905 


1,276 


T 2,083 July 18 





of Vizianagram v Turner 1898 V 830 July 7 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Artuur E. T. Hrvcnctrrre, solicitor, of the firm of Armitage, 
Sykes, & Hinchcliffe, solicitors. Westgate, Huddersfield, has been 
appointed a Commissionr for Oaths Mr. Hinchcliffe was admitted in 
July, 1893. 


Mr. Justice Lawrance has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable 
Society of Lincoln’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession to Sir 
Andrew Scoble, Q.C., M.P. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
ADMISSION. 

Mesers. Morgan & Scott, of Cardiff, solicitors, have admitted Mr. 
Trevor JoHN SHACKELL into partnership. Tne firm will in future be 
known as Morgan, Scott, & Shackell. 

DissoLvUTION. 


Avevstvs Leverton Jessopr and Ernest Henry Gopson, solicitors 
(Jessopp & Godson), Sleaford and Bourne. June 30, 1897. 
[ Gazette, Nov. 14. 





GENERAL. 


It is announced that Mr. Breton Osborn, Assistant Solicitor to the Post 
Office, has retired after close upon forty-two years’ service, having 
entered the Post Office in December, 1857. 


Mr. Thomas Kneen, the leading member of the Manx bar, has been 
appointed Second Deemster, the position having become vacant through 
the death of Deemster Gill. The salary is £1,000 per year. 


In consequence of the heavy list at Chelmsford it has been found 
necessary for Bruce, J., to go to the assistance of Wills, J.; and it is stated 
thit nen-jury actions will not be proceeded with except by the judge 
taking txe Commercial List. 


It is announced that Mr. J. B. Balfour, Q.C., M.P., has been appointed 
to be Lord Justice Geucral in Scotland, aud Lord Pre:ident of the Court 
of S-ssion in place of Lord Rober’son. Mr. Balfour ha; thrice been Lord 
Advovate of Scotland. 


Lord Davey has consented tu preside at the next lecture to be given 
under the direction of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association, which 
wil take place in the (ld-hal'!, Lincoln’s-inn, on Thursday, 14th of 
D-cember next, when Mr. Haldane, Q.C., M.P., will deliver an address on 
**The Death Duties and the Judges.’’ 


In a town up north, says the Central Law Journal, an ex-judge is cashier 
ofa bank. One day revestly he refused to cash a cheque offered by a 
strang r. ‘‘ Tue ch«que is all right,’’ he said, ‘* but the evidence you offer 
in identifying your:e.f as the person to whose order it is drawn is scarcely 
sufficieat.”” ‘I’ve known you to hang a man on less evidence, judge,”’ 
was the stranger’s response. ‘‘ Quite likely,’’ replied the ex-judge; 
** but when it comes to letting go cold cash we have to be careful.’’ 


At the Manchester Assizes, on Thureday in last week, Mr. Justice 
Kennedy, in his charge to the grand jury, referred to the doubt which still 
seemed to exist with regard to the point whether an accused person could 
give evidence when before the magistrates on an indictable offence. He 
was quite clear that, as the Act said such a person could give evidence at 
auy stage of the proceedings, he could give evidence on his own behalf at 
the cloce of tie evidence for the prosecution. To give evidence was 
— at the option of such person, but as to the right there could be no 

oubt. 


With the five municipalities which have just been created there are, 
says the Loc si Government Journal, 313 towns in England and Wales favoured 
with a separate corporate existence. Of these no fewer than 135 owe their 
being to charters granted during Her Majesty’s reign, beginning with 
Devouport in 1837, aud ending with Abergavenny, Bridlington, Dukenfield, 
Leigh, and Smethwick, granted in 1899. The largest municipal borough 
in point of population is Liverpool, and the smallest Hedon, in East 
Yorkshire, which only contains 980 souls. In acreage the premier place is 
taken by the borough of Wenlock, which is more than thirty-five square 
miles in extent, while the diminutive borough, presided over by the Mayor, 
Alderman, and Burgesses of Cowbridge, covers no more ground than St. 
James’s Park. ‘The ¢ is similar di-parity among municipalities in regard 
to income, a penny rate in the borough of Lostwithiel, for instance, 
producing £14, Lut in Manchester about £13,000. 


__ Is a moustache property ? asks the Albany Law Journal. If so, what is 
ite value? ‘bese points will be raised in a very peculiar suit which is 
coming up at the next term of court in a town in Georgia. The facts are 
briefly tLese: Almort a month ago a weil-known travelling man was 
staying st the leading hotel of the place, and went to the cigar-stand one 
day to geta light. They had a new-fangled concern that spouted out a 
jet of flame » hen the lighter was lifted, but on this particular occasion it 
hung fire. The drummer was trying to make it work, when all of a 
sudden it blazed out like a volcano und licked off his long, beautiful 
bionde moustache. He instructed a lawyer to bring suit for 2,500 dols. 
The papers will be filed in tbe next term of court, and will contain some 
interes allegations. It will be claimed that the moustache was of 
direct assi to its owner in earning a livelihood, inasmuch as it gave 
him a distinguished appearance, and thus facilitated his interviews with 


the trade. Its loss, he holds, was a disfigurement which has occasioned 
ridicule, falling off in prestige and consequent shrinkage in business. He 
will also allege that his altered appearance caused great mental anguish to 
himself and his wife, and that that species of suffering may be reduced 
under the law to dollars and cents. Incidentally he will try to prove that 
the absence of a moustache affected his eyesight. So, as one may observe 
a good many interesting and delicate questions will be raised, and doubt- 
less the case will attract wide attention. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaistrars 1s ATTENDANCE ON 





Date AppgaLt Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, No. 2. Norts. Sriauina. 
Monday, Nov. .........:066+- Mr. Leach Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal 
UWCSAAY 6.0... 2 Godfrey Lavie Pugh 
Wednesday Leach Carrington Beal 
Thursday......... Godfrey Lavie rug? 
Friday ......... Leach Carrington Beas 
F oo Godfrey Lavie Puyh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KExKEWIOB. Bygne. Cozens-Harpy. 
Mr. Greswell Mr. Farmer Mr. Jacksa.u 
Church King Pemberton 
Greswell Farmer Jacksur 
Church King Pembe) on 
Greswell Farmer Jackson 
Church ing Pembei ton 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

Nov. 21.—Messrs, J, A. Lumiry & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Building Lind, with 
a frontage to Cowper’s Wharf, Woolloomooloo Biy, one of the most imoortavt 
chipping quarters in Sydney, New South Wales, with an area of over 22 500 feet, 
Solictors, Messrs, Linklater, Addison, Brown, & Jones, London. (See advertisement, 
Nov. 4, p. 23.) 

Noy. 22.—Messrs. Dovatas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Ealing: Freehold Corn r 

Property ; let at £40. Also adjoining Houses; let at £54; and a Freehold Ground- 
rent of €3 per annum.—Covent-garden: Short Leaseholds ; let at £170 and £14).— 
Portman-square : Modern Stabling : living rooms, and stores; let at £60 and £30 ,er 
annum. An annuity of a lady aged 58. Solicitor, Watson Dyer, Esq., Loadon,— 
Denmark-hill: Leasehold, 7, De Crespigay-park; rental value £75. Solicit.r, H. BE 
Griffith, Esq , Lodon.—Wandsworth: Freehold, The Manse; rental value £9). 
Solicitors, Messrs. Wyatt & Co., London.—Stockwell: Leasehold; let at £36 per 
annum Solicitor, F. G. Cordwell, Esq, London —Balham: A Block of 11 Leasehold 
Shops; rental value £880 per annum. Nightingale-lane : 18 Leasehold Houses ; each Jet 
to monthly tenants at £39 per annum.—Putaey (close to station) : Seven Leasehold 
Residences. Solicitors, Messrs. Corsellis, Mossop, & Berney, London.—3treatham : 
Property producing £183 63. per annum.—Balham: Leasehold producing £144 per 
annum. Solicitor, R, H. Beckwith, London, (See advertisements, Nov. 4, p. 24.) 

Nov. 23.—Messrs. Tro.iors, at the Mart, at 2:—An attractive Leasehold Town Mansion, 
5 Cosmvenae-guatenn, 8. W., aud stabies, held for forty-seven years from Midsummer, 
1899; ground-rent, £78 15s. per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Cope & Co., London, 

(See advertisement, Nov. 4, p. 24.) 


RESULTS OF SALES. 
Reversions anp Lire Po.icik&s, 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp held their 655th Sale of the above Interests at the 
Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when various Lots were sold for a total of £4,065 :— 
REVERSIONS : ‘ 
Absolute to Three-eightieths of £4,300, life 63; to similar share of #420, 


life 79 ; and to similar share of £4,409, life72 os is 33) 
Absolute to Four-fourteenths of £1,950, life 69... md eon a ae 300 
Absolute to One-fifth Share of £7,785, life 54... pee ee ae 550 
Absolute to One-third of Cheltenham Property, value £5,430, life 54 —,, 630 
Absolute to One moiety of £3,030, life 51... jut ese cee ee ae £00 

LIFE POLICIES : . 
For sums amounting to £2,500 in Scottish Amicable, onlife76 ... ,, 1,650 


Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold at the Mart, on Thursday, a Shop in York-road and 

three Houses in Chicheley-street, Lambeth, £1,00C ; fifteen Short Leasehold Cottages ia 

Limehouse, £650; Shop and House in Old Ford-road, £315; a Shop in West Ham-lane 

— £560; and a Copyhold Cottage in Grosvenor-street, Stepney, £425, Result of 
ie, £2,950 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.— Faipay, Nov. 10, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep « CHaycery. 


Aumaraz Tix Miyine ayp Suettixe Co, Luntrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 7, 
directed to be heard on Nov 22. Negus. 36, Bloomsbury sq, solor for petnmer. Notice of 
pearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
ov 21 
Associatep SovrHern Gop Mores (W-A.), Luarrep —Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 23, to send their names and addresses, and th particular® of the debts or c'aims, to 
Edward Faulcknor Tiemayne. 1, Queen Victoria st. Francis & Johnson, 19, Great 
Winchester st, solora to liquidator : : 
Barris Dommmions Execoratioy, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 19, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Oscar 
Berry, Monument House. Monument sq : : 
Doveras Exproration SynpicaTe, Limirep —Creditors are uired, on or befure Nov 
30, to send their names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
C. F. Burton, 27, Nicholas lane 
EnGIneerinG anp Geyerat Conrract Corporation, Limrrep (1x LiqurpaTion anp Re- 
CONSTRUCTION) —Creditors are wget on or before Dec 10, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Stephen Parry, Dashwuod 
House, New B st. Reader & Co, 1, Chapel pl, Poultry, solors for liquidators 
Guiespoweg Steam Suir Co, Limrrep—Creditors are req on or before Nov 24, to 
send their names and 
Hurley, 109, Exchange b 





and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E. C. 
Gw TinpLatx Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 12, to send 
ar canees od ofidzenses, and the of thar debts to Richard 





Son ppc Jaimas, to Mr. 
Phillip Pyke, Wind st, Swansea, Richards, Lianelly, solors for liquidator 
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Gotp Fistps or New ZEaAanp, Lanzen—Costaene uired, pte bg km to ai 
ee yy addresses, and the particulars of of their debts or claims, to Frederick CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
ey, 82, Jewry AP. 35. 
Gotpscmmipt & Co, Limrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 15, to send their UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. C 35 
names and addrestes, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Stephen P. Child, Last Day oF Craim. 
42, Poultry London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 3. 
Raya ot ee Co, Sammy tee Consags) ae - their debts ot Ames, Gerarp Vivian, Avot St Lawrence, Herts Dec9 Taylor & Co, Bedford row 
to Or, George Whayman, High st, a a pears & fer debi o claims Banxen, Josern, Leeds Dec 15 Cranswick, Leeds 
solors to liquidator ua ‘ Be, Anne, Burslem, Staffs Dec18 Eilis, Burslem 
NLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Bicxyorp-Sairs, WILLIAM, Trevarno, nr Helston, Cornwall, JP Dec 14 Oatway, Bush in 
B -IN-F 894 8 -~Bo —C : 4 . 
— Ce en een ag TARE: noaee Denamre ee reditors sot Brows, Tuomas, Mansfield, W Notts, Corn Factor Dec4 B , Nottiagt 
their debts or claims, to Frederick Joseph Peacock, 10, Hartington st, Barrow-in- Butter, Frepericx Pore, Clifton, Bristol Dec15 Foyer & Hordern, Essex st, Strand 


Furness. Thompson, solor for trustee . ran. Shela gton, Booksell ‘undell, Godliman st 
Tuirp BARROW-IN-FURNESS AND DALTON AMALGAMATED 1,0047H StarR-BoWKETT BUILDING Buns, Eowan Gvres, 8 Monte 2 a 


Society—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 29, to send their names and addresses, CLEEVER, Josern, Southampton, Pipe Mannfacturer Nov 25 Newman, Southampton 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Joseph Peacock, 10, Hartington | CoLz, “artes Tuomas Wisemay, Kensington Dec 1 Farrar & Porter, Wardrobe pl, 
st, Barrow-in-Furness. Thompson, solor for trustee Doctors’ Commons E 
Bendes Quitin-~Mieaines Wen. Crake, WitL14M, Marlow, Bucks, Appraiser Dec5 Cripps, Marlow 
JOINT sTO CK co MP a I z 8 Dewserry, Wittiam Cuartes, Cambridge Dec6 Burrows, Cambridge 
Seine ont Cinaiainniin: : Dotman, Hanwan, Cheltenham Nov 30 Steel, Cheltenham 
p’O1sset Pavut Frepertc HEty, Paris Decé Fowler & Co, Clement’s ln 
ggg pe Peale gS +" sogeiceh * ,* cir debts o cla Nov mg to eg iri Easrwoon, Cuanies, Macclesfield Nov 30 May, Macclesfield 
Garnett, 22, Booth st, ¥ ~ S. st, Manchester. Withington & Co, chet solors for | Encri., Joux, Foxcote, nr Radstock, Somerset, Farmer Dec1 Timmins, Bath 


liquidator ’ 
enham court Diniog Rooms Proprietor Dec 4 
Browy, wm & Co, Linen (1x_Liqu anes Sen are required, on or before Se oT tees oe ’ o 
Dec 19, to send their names and ae the particulars of their ir debea or claims, | Haworrn, E1iza, Pend'eton, Lanes Dec5 Walker & Co, Manchester 


to Walter Fred Harris, 16, Parliament st, H & Co 
Coxso1paTEp Grex arated memox Goup Mixes, Lrarren—Petn ae winding up, —_~ we stin Joun, Thornbury, Gloucester, Grocer Dec 16 Crossman » 
—— wy 1h, Give pear ° ov 22. ete 4,47, ——- st, rl : Keicutey, Rosrrr Dex, Batley, York, Surgeon Dec 10 Scholefield & Co, Batley 
in mye ng or Tacs ze - Coa he ere aaen as See ov Lawrox, Ricnarp, Chesterton, Stafford, Joiner Dec1l Turner, Newcastle 
Paso Y Penees GoLp inane Ge, Sgr fg are pogue cnariee’, . or betees Dec 28, Liycuam, Cicueit Ernecprepa, Gray’s inn rd Nov 80 Loughborough & Co, Austin Friars 
to send in their names an resses, an e parti their debts claims, to a SK ; chan Stock enchurch st 
Grosvenor George Walker, 19, St Swithin’s lane Lortvs, Victor, Oxford st, Wine ” t savior. : 6) ~ 
Ecuzcric SyypicaTs, Linrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 27, to send their | McCauwox, Joux, Eastbourne Nov 80 Howlet e, Brighton ; 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Stannard | Massey, Mary Suir, Queen’s rd, Finchleyrd Dec 14 Venn & Woodcock, New inn, Strand 
je py hd SS eS Sy eee ee ee Munpy, GrorcE Msasser, Brislington, Somerset, Contractor Dec 1 Hunter, Newport, Mon 
Martin Mattuews & Co, Luutrep—Creditors required, on or before Nov * to send | Newroy, Roser’, Lymington, Hants Decl Nortoa & Co, Victoria st, Westminster 
their names and addresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Rogers, | Nicnursox, HELEN, Wavertree, Lanes Dec5 Weightman & Co, Liverpool - 
endengy te ngy pene ease heap ve sn snag Raxru, Rovexr, Westleton, Suffolk, Miller Dec 4 Cross & Ram, Halesworth 
Mirrorp Haven Raitway anp Estate Co, Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or | SaATcHELL, Jouy, Preston, Grover Dec2 Ward, Preston 
ee ee ~~ ge enpuyeston ial Scanuixs, Jaxer, Rough Hill, nr Bampton, Westmorland Dec 12 Arison & Co, Penrith 
OsELEY MineraL WATER mitep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 27, to : 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr | StwArv, Grorce, Cheltenham Nov 30 Steel, Cheltenham 
Henry a es 389, Corporation st, Birmingham. Burridge, Birmingham, solor to | §uzrrox, CuanLes, Harrow Nov15 Griffiths, Harrow 


liquida’ r . i i 
New Bucxincuam & Apams Cycie Co, Limitzp—Credito: Pee wy on or before i ee SND b SONI Se ee ee 
oe, Soe Tol Coldinots homie ine Bae oe particulars of their debte or claims, Sou.y, aLice Sanan, Clifton, Bristol Dec 15 Macarthur & Co, King st, Cheapside 
~ ac Corraz axp Tua Wanznovss Co, Lintyrp —Creditors are required, on or before SreickLanp, Susannau Maritpa Jaye, Landport, Hants Dec5 Allen, Portsmouth 
ou. Ti, iy games ond ~~ by - ‘wane of their debts or claims, Tau, Geones, Love In, Southwark st, Spice Merchant Dec 20 Titley, South sq, 
utcher, c Gran’ 366, Strand, & Bush, ray’s inn 
Bait jelat solors for liquidator _ ‘ Wiss, Samvet, Putney, Colliery Owner Dec 16 Cattarns & Co, Mark In 
Wing + Gomes pouuse Green Spee Dey ee Ce ; wot. = Witsox, Evizasetu Any Parston, Lee Dec5 Watts & Son, St Dunstan’s hill 
or claims, to Edward Kinner, 20, Sir Thomas st, Liverpool the particulars of ther debts Wocrs, Aecave Rows, Whnageed, Audiienl, New Zealand Dec 16 Garrard & Co, 
‘olk st, Mall 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. Weustssenam, Suasan, Gatien, Tene, Gap Seite Bel Cut ¢ 


Ganronta Worxinc Mey’s Institute, 1, Church Garforth lane, Garforth, Leeds, Nov4 | Woorrox, Joayya ANN, Buckingham Nov 18 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
- Youre, Wiit1am Biackmay, St Leonard’s on Sea Nov 30 Young & Co, Hastiags 











WakrnInG TO INTENDING Hovse Purcuasgrs AND Lessgzs.—Before pur- 











chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly For Turoar Irniration anp Covex.—‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary | | always prove effective. They soften and nae e voice, and are invaluable 
Engineering Oo. (H. Carter, C.E., Man ), 65, Victoria-street, West- | to all suffering from cough, soreness, or drynees of the throat. Sold only 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of particulars. Established 23 in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. 1jd. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] | pathic Chemists.—[Apvr. ] 
7 | Cox, . Tailor Lincoln Pet Nov7 Ord | Jouyson, Joun, and Epwarp JAMEs ry ment, Old Ford rd 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Cox, Cuantes, Lincoln, xox, Joux, and Bow xo Janus Ravicenr, 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 10. Crow —, Arravr Tuomas, Leeds, Refieshment Caterer Jonzs, Jous, Penyére, Neath, Grocer ‘aan Pet Nov 8 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Leeds Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 v8 
| Da Gocra, Atrunn, Gracechurch st, Company Promoter | | Jones, Ricuaro, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Nov8 Ord 
Avpisoy, raem, Norbiton, Surrey Kingston Pet Nov 8 High Court Pet Oct6 Ord Nov? OV 
Ord Nov | Depieper, Wituiam Tuomas, Stanley, nr Wakefield, | | ea Rovesr, Bethesda, Carnarvons, Quarryman Bangor 
Aston, Senn rr Chester,Grocer Warrington Pet Colliery Timber Dealer h Court Pet Nov7 Ond | Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 
Nov7 Ord Nov 7 Nov 7 | Kexwourry, Josava, Stocksbridge, Joiner Barnsley Pet 
Baker, Heyry, Barnstaple, Miller Barnstaple Pet Nov6é | Devereux, Grorcr fay Villiers st, Strand, Licensed Oct 25 Ord Nov 6 
Nov 6 Victualler High Court. Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 7 Lavertox, Wit1am, St Columb, Cornwall, Butcher Truro 
Br —— Ricuarp A.trrep, Stoke, Devonport, Journeyman Eak1, — Aldershot, Cycle agent Guildford Pet Nov7 Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 
Watchmaker Plymouth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 Ord | Lewis, Joun, Merthyr Tydfil, Tailor Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
Bippixs, Water, Leicester, Cycle Manufacturer Leicester | Extiort, Roszsr, Boulton upon Same, York, Butcher | Nov 7 Ord Nov7 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 Sheffield Pet Nové Ord Nov | Lowr, Tuomas Pant, Bilston, Stafford, Builder Wolver- 
Bowmay, Witriam Henry Faepericx. Gainsborough, | | Farres, Waren Joux, Bury St. Edmunds, Baker Bury | hampton Pet NovS Ord Nov8 
otographer Lincoln Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 St Edmunds Pet Oct 23 Ord Nové Shou Hereeat Wiitiam, Oakham, Rutland, Plumber 
are ER, JOBN, Culcheth, Lancs, Farmer Bolton Pet Nov 8 | | Frac kETT, Hervey, Bradley oe Stafford, Baker | Leicester Pet Nov? Ord Nov7 
rd Nov 8 Macclesfield Pet Nov4 Ord Nov | Meese, Wutiam Tomas, Stourport, Worcesters, Carter 
fom Oswap, Oxford-gdns, Notting Hill,  -paneeneall Fu LLER, ADAM, Gorleston, Norfolk. "Butcher's Manager | Kidderminster Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
r High Court Pet Sept 19 Ord Nov6é Gt Yarmouth Pet Nov6é Ord Nov Noyes, Tuomas, Bishopston, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 


Browne, Eow ARD JAMES Tuomas, Gracechurch st High | Fu nuese, ALBERT ¥*- + "Auctioneer Brent- | Nové6 Ord Nov 6 . 18 
Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov ford Pet Nov ov7 Ozmonn, A * Highbury, Grocer High Court Pet Oct 
Buckie, Sipyey Jonan, Oxford, Baker and Grocer Oxford Guster, Rosert, Coventry, Journeyman Baker Coventry | ‘Ora No: 5 


Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 ov6 Ord Nov6 

Cannot, iam, Widnes, Pawnbroker Liverpool Pet | Hat saat Oe Ricuarp, Halifax, Mason Halifax Pet Novs | “Pack, TALE, ee ester, Grocer Winchester Pet Nov 
Oct 20 Ord N 
‘AP aodond Pandy hy Leek, Staffs, Surveyor Macclesfield | | Hencuuey, “siowes, Southsea, Hants, Fruit Merchant | Pt vakr, — prey mer Ipswich, Cork Cutter Ipswich 
Pet Oct 23 (rd Nov 7 | Portamouth Pet Nové6é Ord Nov 6 Price, Grosce Wittiam, Wol 


Ciayton, RIcHARD A Wy'em. Northumberland | Hvupsox, James, Bradford, Schoolmaster Manchester Pet F Wol egy ~~) 7 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet hept14 Ord Nov 6 Nové Ord Nov 6 cuiterer verham) pton ‘ : 
po. Hewry, —_— Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet | | Jerv _ e, Rousr, Birmingham, Builder Birmingham Pet | Raxoe oe Boas, igh tips. Launesh Victualler 
ov7 Ord Nov | ‘ov High 
Jeweller Eastbourne | Ru BERT James, Ludlow Provision Dealer 
a + ALS Finsbury sq, Solicitor HighCourt Pet Oct 17 | Jon, Hobent Groner, Eastbourne, Jewelle: ,t-- - 5 a sy 3 


Nové Ord Nov 6 lov Ord Noy 
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Suita, Hersert, Middlesborough, Confectioner Middles- 
Pet Nov7 Ord 7 


ov 

oo, or Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Nov 6 Ord 
‘ov 

ae Feaeen. ¢ Gainsborough, Farmer Lincoln Pet Nov 


nn Jou Tuomas, paeeetetign, Yorks, Boot Maker 
By Shy al 
RNER, = ng te Derbys, Railwa: erk 
Derby Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 . d 
Wass, Joux, South Tawton, Devon, Publican Plymouth 
Pet Nové Ord Novy 6 
Westey, Freperick, Btoke Goldington, ory Wheel- | 
Northampton Pet — 7 Ord Ni 
Wuirte, Hexry, Wardour st, Ham and Beef ‘Merchant 
Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 
bei <5 d Rosert, Drury In High Court Pet Nov 6 
Wurttey, Joszrn, Sepaiga, Fliats,Grocer Wrexham Pet | 
‘ov7 Ord Nov 
Wis, Witiia im: North Hyde. Soe, Colliery 
Agent Windsor Pet Nov3 Ord Noy 
Fesperick, Birkdale, Wetedones Surgeon 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
ed notice substituted for that - agpeeln in the 
London Gazette — —e 
Sueceutey, James, Kingston 
. upon Hull Pet Oct 31 31 “ord Oct 3 
No’ wales of Resttinn Geter ta te matter of 
Faas Rosrxsox, High Court of Justice, No. 642 of 1899, 
pu in the London Gazette of the 7th instant, should 
not have been inserted, and is hereby withdrawn. 
FIRST ee. 
Bazestt, Jonus, Heysham, Lancs, Egg and Butter Factor 
at12 Off Rec, 14, Char a ae 


Worma.p, 
Li 


Nov 17 
Beavez, Ricuarp Atreep, Stoke, a , Journeyman 
Watchmaker Nov 17 at 11 6, Ai oo Be ter, Piy- 


Bippies, Wattesr, Leicester, Cycle Manufacturer 
at i220 Off 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Bowyer, Jous, 
16, Wood st, Bolton 
Baarrawatte, Joszrx Gissox, Lancaster, Cycle —- 
turer Nov 2lat 230 Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Pres 
Baaso, Uswarp, Oxford Notting Hill, Theatrical 


Nov 17 


Carey st 
of W Nov oo at 10.3) 19, 
Quay st, Newport, I of Ww 
Cowon, Groncz ee amy Northampton, Grocer Nov 17 at12 


Bankruptcy % st 

Cooxz, Heyer, Norwich, Baker Nov 18 at 11 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Cooxe, W C, Finsbury #1), Solicttor Nov 17 at 12 Bank- 


st 
eweastle on Tyae, Tobacconis.’s 


Dozuas, Wiiiiam, 
Assistant at 1020 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 


Nov 17 


Newcast.e on Tyne 
Kir, Srerues, ay ee Draper Nov i7at 3 Room 
Carey st 
Paines, Wattee Jcus, ou & Edmunds, Baker Nov 2 


at 11.45 Bury St Komunds 
Pavixsee. Grozce Sternes, Keigate, Surrey, Contractor 
Novi7vatilw w, Railway agp, London Bridge 
Parsuwatet, Feascis W, Great Hassell st, Bloumsbury, 
Cigar Manufacturer Novi7at3 Off Ree, 95, femple | 
ctmbrs, Tempic av 
Gisstee, Kovezt, eR Journeyman Baker Nov 17 


as 113) Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
HescHLET, Sioxer, Pruit Merchant Nov 
7 at 12 : junc, High st, Portemouth 


Hoitasp, Bicnazy Cerrcuter Bayswater, Mantle Lb 
ra Nov 17 at 11 z Carona g aun a — 
VPKIS&UR, ALEEERT, 7 utcher’s Manag ov 
} U7 at 1d Of het, Figtree Sheffisid solos 
ouxsos, Jons Eowszn Janes Baruzst, Wo t 
Mow B) at 14 Pankru - Carey st stra 
Ks a doms Ciena, Corawall 


Licensed 
jewmaller Nov 2 at 11 6, Athenwam ter, Plymouth 


Lyusetuorr, Brunsix, Kingston upon Tailor Nov 
atllw On Mec, Trimity once te Hen +5 ie 
Masters, Eowsew Acexaspen, Beeston, Notts, Ware- 


houwseman Mov i7atii Off Be, 4, Castle pl, Park «et, 
Mane , Baildess’ Merchant 


Maxzeves, Taoxas, chewtsr 
Off Kec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 


Na 
17 at i “tg 


Miz3ocnon tittae Hesey, Blackpool, Wheelwright 
Sovliatiiw Off Bec, 14, © at ot, Pres oe 
Oza nv,A M, bbury, Grocer Rov 17 at 2.4) Bank- 


rape; sg ” 
ox, doux Bow sev, Ryde, lof W, Hotel preeniates 
Datiiis 14, Quay at, Newport, law 
Basostr, Jaume As WEE, Merton, burrey, Monumental 
Bealyun Nov Ziatil Vankruptey wldgs, Carey xt 
Eeweets, Bivrer, Z ,Bulider Bovitat iin wu, 


Witton Vark, Durham, Bat Nov 

7 at Off ker, gly lem — 

Gurren, Kasey Greixax, Pakenham, Nortolx, Insurance 
Agee Bovisstis Off Kee , 6, King’s & Norwich 

Bren ant, beeen, Exadtor’, Hmnocrpatbiin: Dov 2) at i2 
‘mg t #1, Memon row, UraAiond 

Sipesxt, dons Lawszscn, EraAtond 
Ket, 01, Mawen von, trahitont 

B: ey, Wacsme Wiss, rights =Mov i7 wt il Off 

Kee 4, Veviliom logs, Erighem 

Brvrnses, tum nny Barras Binare, tc vetley, York, Milk 

Ketwied Boe ii wih OM Bee, Trinity House in, 


Bov Dat it Of 


lh 
Tarn, Jom: Toms, EenonghiitAge, Vor, Bach Vealer 
aA Bm ils um bent, 24, Henmgate, York 
Wiscsy, Grom hensnn, Beware upon Tien, Hair- 
Ctomen Sow 1 avi Ut hee, 4, Cattle VA, Park a, 


Warr, eae Wax, Mortse > Seees, ee 


Bor 17 a 12, tebnre Wags, Car 
aiz Of 17, } 


Wicxte, Axvit, Bomeatm Bos i 
bethena A, Csreatry 


Hull, Qn | 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AstTox, i Frodsham, Chester, Grocer 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Bratz, Ricnarp Atrrep, Stoke, Devonport, Journeyman 
Watchmaker Plymouth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Bowmay, Witu1am Henry _ FREDERICK, Gainsborough, 
otographer Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Bowyer, Jouy, Culcheth, Lancs, Farmer Bolton Pet 
Gresox, aster, 


Novs Ord Nov8s 

BrairHwaits, JOSEPH Cycle 
Manufacturer Preston Pet Oct 18 Von Nov 8 

| Cooxe, Henry, Heigham, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Cox, Me Lincoln, Tailor Lincoln Pet Nov 7 Ord 


pte ted Artuur Toomas, Roundhay, Leeds, Refreshment 
Caterer Leeds Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

| Deer _\ Tuomas Ciaytoy, King William st, Brewery Valuer 
| and Broker High Court Pet Septis Ord Nov 6 
| Deptepes, WILLIAM Txomas, Hotel Metropole, North- 
umberland av, , 4 Timber Dealer High Court 
| Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Eanp, Jouy, Aldershot, Cycle Agent Guildford Pet Nov 


| Ord Nov 7 
—oe DB Dearne, York, Butcher 





Ex.iott, Rosert, Bolton u 
| sheffield Pet Nov 6 


| Fuacxett, Hewry, Bradley Green, ae Baker 
Macclesford Pet Nov4 Tora N 
Feu - Ek, Apam, Goi Norfolk. Pork Butcher’s 


Mao Gt Yarmouth Pet Nové Ord Nové 
| GuistE 2 Bo OBERT, Oscentey, Journeyman Baker Coventry 
| Pet N ové6é Ord Nov6 

| Hatuipay. Ricuarp, Halifax, Mason Halifax Pet Nov 
8 Ord Novs 

| Sangeet, Sosens, Mincing In High Court Pet June 22 

ov 4 
| en HLEY, Sipney, Southsea, Hants, Fruit Merchant 
} Portsmouth Pet Nové Ord Nov6é 
Hvpson, James, Bradford, Schoolmast hester Pet 
Nové Ord Nov 6 





Farmer Nov 22 at 11 | tom, Sas, Tooting, Boot Dealer Wanisworth Pet 


Ord Nov 6 
Joxes, Jous, Neath, Glam, Grocer 
Nov 


| Joszs, Ricuarp, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet NovS Ord 
8 


| Joses, Rosert, Bethesda, BS nates 
Bangor Pet Nové Ord N 
Laveatos, Wiiiiam, 8t Columb, eneell, Butcher 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
Lewis, Jous, poy T;aai, Tailor Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
Nov7 Ord Ni ov7 
Licutroot, Tuomas, Kelsall, Chester, Grocer Chester Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Nov 8 


Meese. Wititam Tuomas, Stourport, Worcesters, Carter | 


Kidderminster Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Noyes, Tuomas, Bishopston, Bristol, 
Nov6é Ord Nové 
Pacz, p Saanee, Winchester, Grocer Winchester Pet Nov 
7 


ova 


Patres, Georce Axtuosy, B: Heath, Kent, Grocer 
Rochester Pet Oct9 Ord Nové6 
Piast, AnTuce Cuarves, Ipswich, Corkcutter Ipswich 
Pet Nov7 Nov7 
Paice, Gronce Wittiam, Wolverhampton, Dairyman 
Wolverhampton Pet Novs ong A 
| Parpwore, Hagey Lerrs, liford, Essex, Builder Chelms- 


ford Pet Oct9 Ord Nov4 
Rix Roverr Jauzs, Ludlow, ay Provision Dealer 
Leominster Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 
Sxurru, Hexegert, Middlesboro ph, Confectioner Middles- 
borough Pet Nov7 Ord 
— Tuomas, Leeds, Joiner "Let Pet Nov 6 Ord 
ové 
Ssow, Geoxox, Gainsborough, Farmer Lincoln Pet Nov 
7 hep Nov7 
Tvex Joux, Lopg Eaton, Derbys, Railway Clerk 
Derby Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 8 
Wazsez, Jonx, South Tawton, Devon, Publican Plymouth 
Pet Nové Ord Nové 
Weeier, Peevenicx, Stoke Goldington, Bucks, Wheel- 
wright Northampton Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 
Wuirs, Hesnxy, Wardour st, Ham and Beef Merchant 
High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Wuirenesv, Rovert, Deury In High Court Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov 6 
sitiey, Joseru, Tryddyp, Flints, Grocer Wrexham 
Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 
Wirtis, Wittiam Joux  Sonthall, Colliery Agent 
Pet’ Nov 4 Ord Nov4 
Wormato, Furoxnicx, Birkdale, 
Liverpool Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Amented notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Nova: 
Brevcucy, Janes, Kingston wu Hull, Fishmonger 
Kiogeton upon Hull Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 31 
London Gavette.—Tusavay, Nov. 14. 
BYCEIVING ORDERS 


Axencest, Atnexr Kowsnv, Bexhill, Builder Hastings 
Pt Ot B O16 Novo 
Awmax Deore Witttam, Bradford Bradford Pet Nov 9 


Ora Nov 
> Neves, Plymouth, Builder Viymouth Pet 


Avier, Peres 
Nov Ord Novo 
York, 
Ora Nov 9 


Baixes, Kuwis, Morley, 
Demsbary Vet Nove 

Bev, Taomse Dervis, York, Tinner York 
Ord Bov 9 

Bunnes, Geonon J, Virminglam, Baker 
YAOAD OFf6 Now lo 

Baows, Mavria, Qodkston on Tees, labourer Mockton on 
Teen Vet Movin Ord Nov Ww 

Curntaen, Jone Wirian, Hadserstield Hudderstield 
vet Move O14 Nové 

Day fm, Kuwins, Merthyr Tyiil, Vrinter Merthyr Tydfil 
VA Rov O16 Nove 

Davina Dye perrsewtth, Dairyman Aberystwith 

Nov 


Veterinary Surgeoao 


Journeyman Plumber 
Vet Nov 9 
Birmingham 


Warrington 


Neath Pet Nov 8 | 


Baker Bristol Pet | 





Newroys, Georce James, 
Quarryman | 


Truro 





Davies, Francis Jonny, Halifax, Hairdresser Halifax 
Pet Nov 11 


Ord Nov 1t 
Drackiey, Tuomas, Market Bosworth, Leicester, Grocer 
Leicester Pet Nov9 Od Nov 9 : 
Duynetr, Frank Witui1am, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 


Eruerineton, Witu1am, Fareham, Hants Puttery Manu- 
facturer ae wee Pet Nov9 Ord Noug 

Fe.pman, I B, Twemlow ter. London Fields Shoe Manu- 
factarer High Court Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 10 

Gater, Witt1am Warkiys, Little ford, Essex, Builder 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Giazz, Jonny, Brockmoor, Stafford Stourbridge Pet Oct 
20 Ord Nov7 

Gotpstongz, Jousn RicHarp, re Bristol, Fruiterer 
Bristol Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Harpex, Heney Spencer Scort, Sports Club, 8t James's 

, Lieutenant h Court Pet Oct 3 Ord Nov 10 

Hannisox, Tom, Hol Lent Fruit Dealer Hudders- 
field ‘Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 

Haw«iys, Toomas I, Wood icon, Lessee of the Alexanira 
Pa Edmonton Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov6é 

Horsraty, WILLIAM mes John st, Adelphi High Court 
Pet Oct11 Ord Nov 1 

Howe tu, Joun be 5 my Reams Victoria st High Cour: 
Pet Sept 6 Ord Nov 10 

Hvucuess, Taomas, Hyde, apap Carrier Ashtoa uader 
Lyne Pet Novlo Ord Nov 1 

JAGIELSKI, Victor, Dorset sq, Doctor High Court Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Jounsoy, Wituiam, Southsea, Auctioaeer 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov10 

Jou.y, Agruur, Darlington, 1 Fruiterer Stocktoa 
on a Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 


P .ctsm ath 


Joxgs, J Richmond Wandeworth Pet Oct 18 Ord 
Nov A 
Jonzes, Owen, Rhondda pe am Boot Dealer 


Pontypridd Pet Nov9 Ord 
Keay, James Wuitron, Didsbury, 
Manchester Pet Oct 28 Ord Noy 10 
Larcuix, Epwarp Roser, Southead on Sea Chelmsford 
Pet Oct6 Ord Nov 8 
Mverny, Dennis, Leicester, Tobacconist Leicester Pet 
Novil Ord Nov 1l 
Monre, James, and Francis Buixsacu, Billiter bldgs, 
Jewellers High Court Pet Nuv10 Ord Novl» 
tock rd. Finsbury Park, 
Cycle Manufacturer High Court Pet Nov % Ord 
Nov 9 
Puituies, Georce Water, Coborn st, Bow rd, Paper Bag 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 
Quintox, Mary, and Lewis Price Quinton, Chepstow, 
Mon, Bakers Newport,Mon Pet Nov itl Ord Nov ll 


Carpet Lealer 


Raysoutp, ANN Magra, King’s Nort», Worcester, 
Licensed Victualler Birmingham Pet Nov 9 Ord 
Nov 9 


Rose, Henry James, Bidford, nr Stratford on Avon, Baker 
Warwick Pet Novs Ord Nov8 

Scuwartz, Max Whitechap<l, Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 9 

Scuorietp, Wittiam James, Birmingham Birmingham 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 10 

Suaw, Kicuarp, Ravenstonedale, Westmorland, Farmer 
Kendal Pet Nov1it Ord Nov il 

Surros, Goprrky, Uutwood, ar Wakefield, Oif Beer Licence 
Holder Wakefield Pet Nov10 Urd N.v lw 


| Tayton, WILiiaAm mae Briswwl, Shopiitter Bristol 
Pet Nov li Ord Novl 
Topauntes, W G, Highbury High Court Pet Oct 21 


Windsor | 









Pet Nov 9 

Wa.uenr, Cnar_es Hevxay, Brompton rd, Victualler 
Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov) 

Wien, Frepericx Jouy, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet 
Novil Ord Nov ll 

Witirams, Davin Provert, Pembroke, Farmer Pembroke 
Dock Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Woon, Henn xs Blackburn, Weaver 
Ord Nov 9 

Woon, Joux, Brierley Hill, Stafford, Boot Dealer Stour- 
beltee Pet Nov? Ord Nov 7 

Woop, Wittiam Ricnanp, Ealing Brentford Pet Nov 8 
Ord Nov 8 

Youk, Henny Haypn, Railway app, London Bridge, Auc- 
tioneer High Vourt Petseps 23 Urd Nov 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Atcock, Wittiam, Aston juxta Birmingham, Furniture 
Dealer Nov2sat1l 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 


High 


Blackburn Pet Nov 9 


Beit, Tuomas Durvitt, York, Turner Nov 23 at 12.15 
Off Kec, 23, Btonegute, York 

Buirrox, ALrnep, otatield, Gloucester, Builder Nov 
22 at 1 Off Rec, win st, Bristol 


Buowns, Eowaup James Tuomas, Gracechurch st Nov 21 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Varey st 

Cuowtrnen, Anruva Tuomas, Roundhay, Leeds, Refresh- 
ment Caterer Nov Zi at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Leeds 

Caowrnen, Jouw Witttam, Haddersfield Nov 22 at 12 
utf Kec, 19, John William at, Huddersfield 

Da Cosva, Atynep, Old Broad st, Company Promoter 
Nov 21 at 11 Bankrugtey bldgs, Carey st 

Derieven, Wittiam Thomas, Stanley, ” Wakefield Nov 
24at2.40 Bankruptoy bidgu, age 

Devenevx, Geonon Bonn, Vill ‘Strand, Licensed 
Victualler Nov 21 at 12 Benkrugtey bidgs, Carey at 

Dussurt, Kuan Wistsam, Ipswich, Baker Nov 24 wt 11 
Ott Kee, 34, rae wt, Ipswich 

Eaton, Jownrn Btatfs, Labourer Nov 2vat 
mw Off hoa 1 King at, Newoontle under Lyme 

EBowanus, ONaninn, r, Hereford, Builder Nov 
wat lo 4, Vorn aq, Leominster 


Ernnuisoron, Wiutiam, Fareham, Hants, Pottery 
Manufacturer Noy 4iats Of Kee, Cambridge junet, 
Portamouth 

Ku age Avam, Gorleston, Norfolk, Pork Buto ers 

Manager Nov MHatli Off Keo, 4, King at, Norwich 

Hanona, Henny Brencen Boorse ports Oiub, 8b Jamen’naq, 

Lattiteoant Nov 21 at 12 Bankruptoy bidgs, Uaroy st 


Hannon, TE Holaiirt st eee Fruit Dealer Noy #5 at 
lg 


Off Hee, 10, John William wt, Huddersticid 








Sui 
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Biwauss, Tuomas J, Wood Green, Lessee of the Alexandra 
Palace Nov 23 at 3 Room 68, Bankruptcy bldgs, 


tli WILLIAM ers, John by Adelphi Nov 22 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy b! 


HowE.u, Jonn Sp Queen Victoria at Nov 24at11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Houmrrey, RAPHAEL CHARLES, aaa Nov 22 at 11 
174, Corporation st, Birmingha 

JaxLanp. Jonny, Wick, nr Bristol, Builder Nov 27 at 10 15 
W H Tamlyn, High st, Bridgwater 

Isaacs, Tuomas, Swansea, Builder Nov 22 at 12.15 Off 
Rc, «1, Alexancra 1d, Swansea 

JaGrecsxi, VicToR, Dorset sq, Voctor Nov 22at11 Bank- 
ruptc igs, Carey 

Jorna” Roount Bethesda, Quarryman Nov 2at4 Ship 
Hotel, Bangor 

Laverton, WiLt1am, 8t Columb, Cornwall, Butcher Nov 
5 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Latter, WALTER, Southend on Sea, Professor of pete 
Nov 22at12 Off Rec 96, Temple chmbrs, Tem: 

MoGrecor, Gzorex, Stokes Croft, Bristol, Grocer be ‘32 
at1245 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Monts, James, and Francois Baresacn, Billiter bldgs, 
Jewellers Nov 21 at 2.30 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Mouytoxy, Hegsert WILLiAM, Vakham, — ber 
Nov 21 at 12.30 Off Hec, 1, Berridge st. 

Newton, GzorcE JAMEs, Blackstock rd, Finsbury Park, 
= Manufacturer Nov zi at 1i Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Noyes, a Bishopston, Bristol, Baker Nov 22 .t 3 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Papy, Henry Grorcz, Knowle, Bristol, Builder Nov 22 
at 12.30 Off Rec, win st, Bristol 
Pace, ALF&ED, Winchester, Groccr Nov 24 at 3,30 Off 
Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 
Piant, AnTHUB CHARLES Ipswich, Cork Cutter Nov 22 
at 2.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, ‘Ipswich 
Price, Witu1aM Epwarp, Wolverhampton, Coal Merchant 
Nov 2latil Off Ree, Wolverhampton 
Pucu, Tuomas KpwARrp, pealand, Flint, Farmer Nov 24 at 
11.30 Crypt chmbrs, Kastgate row, Uhcster 
Rix, er James, Ludlow, calop, Provision Dealer Nov 
93 ati0 4, Cornsq, Leominster 
Rose, Henry James, Bidwrd stratford on Avon, Grocer 
Nov 21 at11 Off Rec 1/, Hertford st, Voventry 
SuvrrLEBOTHAM, SAMUE!., Manchester, Yarn agent Nov 
z2at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Surrn, ARTHUR, Smethwick, Statford,Groc-r Nov 24 at 2 
County Court, . eg pes omwich 
Swit, Henny, Denton, Lanes, Bootmaker Nov 22 at 2 30 
Off Rec, B Byrom st, Manchester 
Sura, Tuomas, Leeds, Joiner . > 21 at 3 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, 
Surrn, Wittiam Henry, Bristol, Fruit Me.chants Nov 22 
ati2 Off Ree, Balawin at, Bristol 
TaLnoT, ALFRED GrorcE, Old Cavendish st, Licensed 
Victualler Nov 22 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
TayLon, WitLtiam Heyry, Smethwick, Stafford, stone- 
mason Nov 24at2.5 County Court, West Bromwich 
7, Harry Taywor, and Gzorcr Tuomsox, Wands- 
rth 1d, Auctioneers Noy 21 at 1130 24, Railway 
pene London ag 
Titwas, Freperick, Woburn Sands, Beds, Farmer Pet 
Nov 25at 12,16 Off Rec, 14, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Toner, WittiamM FRANcis, Manchester, Grocer Nov 22 at 
3.30 Off Kec, Byrom street, Manchester 
Turner, Joun, Long Eaton, Derbys, Railway Clerk Nov 21 
at 3 Otf Reo, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derby 
Watson, Carotixe, Northampton, Mil'iner Nov 22 at 
12.80 Off Rec, County Court bldgs, Sheep st, North- 
ampton 
Were Henry, Wardour st, Ham and Beef Merchant 
Nov 22at230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Wurreurap, Rosert, Drury ln Nov 22at12 Bankuptcy 
bidgs, ' arey st 
Wuirttty, ’ JOsEPH, Zt,thve. Flint, Grocer Nov 21 at 11 30 
Crypt t chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
na oe Earl i et George r Hanover sq Nov 23 at ll 
Bankruptey bidgs, Care 
Amended notice B erewed for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 27 : 
Gisnon, Harry, Cardiff, Builder Nov 21 at 12 117, Bt 
Mary st, Cardiff 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Avoock, WittiaM, ome juxta Birmingham, 
Dealer Birmingham Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 10 

Aswan, Destin een Bradford Bradford Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 

Avery, Prrer Baxsr, _Devengert, Builder Plymouth 
Pet Nov Ord Nov? 

Baixes, Epwix, Morley, York Team Plamber 
Dewsbury Pet Nov? Ord 

Bet, Tnomas Durrict, York, Taner York Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 

Branp, Oswaiv, Oxford gdns, Notting Hill 

x High Court my 19 Ord Nov 11 
Brows, Maris, Btuckton on Tees, Labourer Stockton 
ves Pet Nov 10 Und Nov 10 

mm. Anrnur, Mansion House chmbrs High Court Pet 
Bept 19 Ord Nov 9 

Cooks, WaLTsr CHARLES, aad eq, Solicitor High 
UVourt Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 9 

Crowrnen, Jouw Wiiwiam, Huddersfield Huddersfield 
Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 6 

Davins, Eowin, Merthyr Tydfil, Printer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Nov Ord Nov ¥ 

om, Foams seam 5 Halifax, Hairdresser Halifax Pet 
ovill On ov 

Davixs, Bunny, Albers swith Dairyman Aborystwith 
Pew Nov 9 Ord Nov 

Dexyinon, f I +4 ‘Bradford, Joiner Bradford Pet 

27 «Ord Nov 9 

Devereux, Gaonon pone Villiors at, Strand, 
Vio er High Court Poet Got 18 Ord Nov 1) 

Dornan, Wittiam, Newoeastle on Tyne, ‘a 


t Newcastle on lo Nov? 
Daacxr ny, bie ~y Market oewort, Leicester, Grocer 








Duxnett, Fkanx Writam, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet 
. Nov9 Ord _ ov9 
THERINGTON, TLLIAM, Fareham, Hants, Pottery Manu- 
7 Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Gsazs, Sous, Peamett, Ginfesl Stourbridge Pet Oct 20 


Grima.p1, Juuivi = Eastcheap, Merchant High Court Pet 
June 20 Ord Nov 10 
Hazagion, Tom, Holmfirth, York, Fruit Dealer Hudders- 


H Tho 4 Hyde 1 Carrier Ashton under 
UGHES, —— 

Lyne Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Humrrey, Rarnaet Cuarues, Cheltenham 

Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov 11 
Jessop, Lewis Jviiax, 

Pet July 11 "Ord Nov 9 

Jouysoxn, Wiiiiam, 8 

mouth Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 


JOLLY, ARTHUR, Stockton on Tees 
‘ pag? wok gt Ord ae 
‘ONES, en, Rnond , Glam, Boot Dealer Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov iF nora ea 9 
Mourruy, Dervis, Leicester Pet 


Nov it Ord Ra _ 
Raypoutp, Ann Maria, aes 
Victualler Birmi Pet 


Rost, Henry James, Bidford, nr Stratford on Avon, Baker 
8 = Ri ~ yy kh. 4 
HAW, CHARD vi Farmer 
Kendal Pet Noviit Ord Nov 3. 
Suits, Wittiam Henry, Fruit Merchant Bristol 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov ll 
Sparrow, Water Wuitcaveca Bayant, Burton on 
jurgeon Surtonon Trent PetOct17 Ord Nov9 
a * bane ge 3 Outwood, nr Wakefield, Newsagent 


Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Tarcett, Ernest, Maidenhead, Hor-e Dealer Windsor 
9 Ori Nov 10 


Tate Jacos —, Tivoli Restaurant, Strand, Restaurant 
. seonee. 5 pas Eee 22 ng > 
AYLOR, Joun Tuomas, proughbridge, or! Boot 
Dealer York Pet Nov8 Nov 8 
Taytor, Wittiam Baker, Shopfitter Bristol Pet 
WwW. a , a 4 Brom: rd, Victualler 
ALLER, CHARLES HEwry, i igh 
Court Pet Oct 24 Oct Now il -~ 
bea ~ Fo Tuomas, Bath, Builder Bath Pet Oct 26 
Witcn, Freverick 7 Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet 
Nov ll Nov 


Wititams, Heyey tee Silver et High Court Pet | 


July 13 Ord Nov it 
Ween) ez, Blackburn, Weaver Blackburn Pet Nov 9 
ov 9 


Woop, Jou, Brierley Hill, 7 Boot Dealer Stour- 
bridge Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
Amended notice substituted 4d os eneel s in the 
London Gazette of 


Carper, Henry, sen, and Hear C. Canpen, 
~ jun, ed 
Pet Aug 19 Ord Oct 23 


R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., 

B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 

of Christ Church, Editor of the 11th Edition of ‘* Smith’s 

Manual of of Common Law,” continues to PREPARE for 

the Bor ond at Unive 1. 2 Sa. 

June, 1900-4 pay dl ganed the B.C L. Beg ree at Oxford. 
une, 1899—. x legree a 
Address, 11, 's-inn, W.C, 











R. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond.), 

of 61, Fore-street, E.C., First in Honours Juris- 
prudence and Roman Law, First in Honours Common Law 
and Equity, Honoursman Solicitors’ Final, Exhibitioner 
— ay Law Scholar, Coaches for all Law Exam- 





LAY: — Wanted, experienced Costs Clerk, 

vision.—State aes : ia nme © with 

dates, also age and eazy expected, to Lex, cartof Suith’s, 
Moorgate-street, 








WANTED, Conveyancin mF = wom 
under slight St alee fo Mont. 


age, 
oe BON ay og salary Feative, 1 ee James’- 


square, Manchester, 
T” SOLICITORS. —Offices to Let at 15 and 
1 


wt Stephen-street, Tottenham-court-road, rom 13s. 
week,—Apply to Lara & Boutroy. 


OLICITORS, MORTGAGERS, and Others 
pace wa ie Crary descriptive of Fre- 


Wo milee; i introductory fees e arranged ia advance. 


pou k KIND- HEARTED. —Experienced 
ion will belunproved | vara Ha Ly 
aay Tg aby = Rg tg 
character lost some wome years ago ; references pon, oo 
‘Solicitors’ Jouraal" Otttice, a, Chancery-lane, W.0. 0. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LaW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS, 








in 


Labrarves Valued or [Nrvhased. 
A Mange hook of Siwars on Gale and Text-dooks 


100, ORANCERY LANE @ CARRY STREET. 








CHEAP 
CONVEYANCING WORKS. 
*,* Aut my Excetteyt Coyprriox. 
Davidson's Concise Precedents, 1894, a New Copy, 


Key aot Elphinstone’s Precedents, 2 vols —18%, 
21s.; 1897, 30s.; or 1897, New Copy, 325, 


Prideaux’s Precedents, 2 vols.—1s89, 12s. ; 1993, 18s. ; 
1895, 268. 


N.B.—The 8th, 9th, and 10th Editions of Prideauz, and the 
1878 Edition of Key and Elphinstone, taken in part payment, 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 
LINCOLN’S-INN-GATE, CAREY-ST., LONDON, W.C. 


omnes. Ss ee get Champion Hill. 
visiting professors ; sostisentotenssa, ee Aogly, tie Bocnere. 


ANTED, No. 47 rf Vol. XLVI. of the 
a8 po paid for same at the Office, 


THE cHEQus Bank, 
ESTABLISHED 1813. Ltd. 


Trustee: The Most Hon. the Marquis of TWEEDDALE. 
Bayxers: BANK OF ENGLAND. 











odertaken. 
Deposits Received at Interest. 


Heap Orrice: 98, BISHOPSGATE WITHIN, E. 
West Exp Orrice : 14, COCKSPU8 STREET, aw. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C 

ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities ~~ ~~ pene or 

ANB granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. Sharron’ + Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 


THE REVERSIONARY saTenest SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(Esrastisazv 1833), 
Purchase Interests in Real Personal 
Property, and Life Pell 


and Lafe Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £616.525, 
The Society has moved from 17 King’s Arms-yard, to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.c. 


BIRKBECK BANE, 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, 











London, W.C." 


INVESTED FUNDS - - ~- £10,009,c00. 
Number ef Accounts, 85,69 . 





and aad 

sold for customers. 
SAVINGS DEP. 
ek ee Ss eet aeaiiyen 
oe K ALMANACK, with particulars, post 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROPFT, Manazer. 
Telephone No. 5, Hosoax. 

Telegraph address: “ Braxsecn, Loxpes.” 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE soa MAKERS. 

BY SPROIAL APPOINTEHENT. 

feed, Gorpomtion et Lenton ees 

ROBES FOR QUREN'’S COUNSEL AND BARAISTRAS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law and Gowns for Registrars, Towa 
and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Rodes University and Clergy Gowes, 
SAMLRED 


%, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


~ 
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Nov. 18. 1899. 








NOW READY. 
56th Year of Publication. 


THE 


SOLIGITORS 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 





LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY) 


| MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 


1900. 


M.R.C.P. Lond. Princi 
Study of ¢ pease. Thirty 3. Ex; 


TREATMENT OF (NEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
. ey 
‘or Terms, 
* OPPs. D. HOGG, 


Medical Superintendent. 





TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS, 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


| For onto = under the qi and privately. 
5 Gui Billiards, T. orkshop, &c. 

pis to Resident Medical Buperintendent, 
E. NEALE, M. B., » B. welll 


aa 





PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Medical Attendant: J. Lg ms! NEALE, =3., 
M. RILEY, ‘Assoc. pee, 

perience. en: 
ical References. and terms and particulars 


This old- established ant important | °?7™7 Mis RILEY, or the Princ 
Annual is now universally recognised | 


as the most useful Legal and Com- | 
prehensive Diary published 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 5s., 6s., & 88, Gd., 
A to Diary Space and Binding; and in the 5s., 6s., 
and 8s. 6d. Editions there will be the ‘additional features 
of a PAGED DIARY and an INDEX to same, and the 
8s. 6d. Edition is now arranged with each day’s Diary com- 
mencing on the left-hand side of the opening. 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


cA See. ips 


misite under the above Acts supplied on the 
Byery req : : 











_,7m BOOKS snd FORMS kept in stock for immediate | 


| 





“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION | 


SHARE 
CHEQUES, &c., engravec and i 
SEALS designed and executed. “No Charge for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & 6O., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeante’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


personal 
| genial work and recreation. 


Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 
Healthy employment and recreations : Workshops, poultry 
farm, cricket ground, tennis, 





INEBRIETY. 


|PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. | 





Dr. J. M. HOBSON can recive a few Ladies under his 
care. Home life, with every facility for con- 


Address : 
Glendalough, Morland Road, Croydon. 





THE INEBRIATES ACTS, 1879-98. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, | 


HERTFORDSHIRE. 


For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 
Nine acres of Grounds. 


billiards, &c. 

Terms from. 25s. to 45s. a week, No Extras. 
and V: apply— 

NORMAN DAVIS, M.D., Medical Superintendent. 








Special Advantages tc Private Insurers. 


| rae IMPERIAL ysvrance company | 


tocrep, FIRE. 


Established 1803. 
| t, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, &.W., and 47, 


Chancery-lane, W.C. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
E, COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


.rTrs so 


GRATEFUL—COMFORT'NG. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 





om | 


—————. 
—_ 


IRON FENCING,CATES,2:° 


im BAYLISS JONES & BAYLISS’ 























WIRE WETTING, Sc. ALL AT VERY Low Prices. 


VICTORIA WORKS, WOLVERHAMPTON, 


“5-139 & 141, CANNON STREET, EC 








GENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, Limrzp, 
No. 26, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.] 
Established 1836. 
Share and Debenture Capital - - £639,600. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
| Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
| charges. Policies Purchased, 
D. A. BUMSTED, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PARLIAMENTARY Bits, Minutes or Evipexce, Booxs or 
REFERENCE, STATEMENTS or CLaim, Answers, &c., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 
4nd all General and Commercial Work, 
Every description of Printing. 








| Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


| 27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


BRAND & CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 
Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON 











, * Ames 








J 


‘eg uPLETE VALUAT/o ye 


FOR THE 


FCAL PROFESSION. EXECUTORS &c 


and 

Effects. ac 
the 
.M. Court of 


_ Fh = 


Of Personal 
? hold 
to 


slthice 
ording 
requirements of 
Probate 





The Members of the 
LEGAL PROFESSION 
are respectfully re- 
quested to kindly 3 
Recommend our Firm | \Vay 
to Executors and and 
others requiring 


Valuations, is 


POMPTITUDI 


BLISH ED 


Gracechurch Street. Cornhill, E.C. 
(7 & 18 Piccadilly, London. W. 


SPINK & Sow 


LOW CHARGES. 


DISTANCI NO OBJECT 











